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SYNOPSIS

This investigation was initiated pursuant to an allegation that-
non-nuclear qualified coating materials were deliberately applied to
the galvanized steel Air Cooling and Purging System (Ventilation ring
ductwork) in both the Units 1 and J containment buildings during
December 1982 and April 1983, respectively, at Virginia Electric. and
Power Company's (VEPC0) North Anna Power Station (NAPS), Mineral, VA,
hereafter referred to as "the licensee." Inquiries to determine the
extent of licensee managements' knowledge of and involvement in these
alleged coatings improprieties were conducted. Applicable regulatory
requirements, standards, NRC guidance documentation, NAPS procedures
and the safety analysis report were identified and reviewed during the
investigation process. Background data revealed that a Confidential
Source alleged in April 1984 that improper coating materials (epoxy
finish coat over an enamel base coat) had been deliberately, and with
NAPS supervisory concurrence, applied to the ventilation ring ductwork
in Units 1 and 2 to mitigate the effects of corrosive borated water
leaking onto the galvanized steel surfaces. After substantive
evaluations of the allegation by Region II, NRC staff members and the
NAPS Resident Inspector, the licensee was requested to analyze test
coupons selected from portions of the ventilation ring ductwork. In
July and August 1984 correspondence and meetings between NRC and

,

;licensee officials revealed that the base coat applied over the '

galvanized steel ventilation ring ductwork surface in Unit I was
non-nuclear qualified and the coating materials applied to the Unit 2
system, although nuclear qualified, were not compatible with the
galvanized steel surface. Technical remedial actions regarding these i
improprieties were implemented by the licensee and approved by the NRC I
staff personnel associated with this matter.

.

During the investigation, Region II, NRC staff members reported that i

the ventilation ring ductwork coating projects had failed to receive a '

NAPS engineering evaluation for health and safety implications, which '

!possibly accounted for the painting discrepancies. An NRC official
advised that a NAPS Quality Control inspector involved in these,

coating projects infonned him that he (inspector) was " overruled by
,

someone in engineering" when he objected to coating galvanized steel ;
surfaces. The initial alleger stated during interview that he

, 1

,

informed the NAPS Construction Supervisor (Coatings) that the base and
finish coating materials he selected were non-nuclear qualified,
incorrpatible and not suitable for coating a galvanized steel surface.
NAPS contract painters interviewed during the investigation related .

similar conversations with the same NAPS Construction Supervisor and
advised that in spite of their objections, they were directed by this e

individual to perform coating activities with non-nuclear qualified
materials over a galvanized steel surface. Some paint personnel also
advised that the NAPS Quality Control (QC) Inspectors assigned to

,

independently verify the craft coating activities did not conduct i
inspections in the proper manner and they concurred with false and
inaccurate data contained in the QC documentation associated withthese two projects. I
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Neither the
paint manufacturer nor representatives of his company recalled any
contacts with the NAPS Construction Supervisor (Coatings) regarding
paint compatibility or avalification for galvanized steel or

, in-containment use.

.

NAPS Construction De'partment officials above the level of
~ ~

theConstructionSupervisor(Coatings)categoricallydeniedthatthey
were aware of deficiencies in the ventilation ring ductwork coating
process or discrepancies in the record keeping requirements associated
with these projects until they were notified of the same by the NRC in
July 1984. Other officials at the NAPS facility, including management
personnel from the Maintenance, Operations, Engineering and Quality
Assurance Departments also claimed no knowledge of coating or
associated record keeping improprieties until they were informed by
the NRC. Two NAPS Quality Control inspectors assigned to the
ventilation ring ductwork coating projects acknowledged upon interview
that they failed to perform inspections of these projects as required
by applicable procedures and regulations and they signed and dated QC
documentation without performing independent verification to ensure
that the activities were completed in the manner indicated. They
acknowledged that they collaborated with the NAPS Construction
Supervisor (Coatings) to certify inaccurate product identification
and/or surface preparation data on the QC documentation associated
with the ventilation ring ductwork coating projects. Licensee
documentation, records and/or printed data supplied by various sources
during the investigation also corroborate statements by painters that I
incorrect base coat paint identifier information is recorded on QC ,

documentation associated with the Unit i ventilation ring ductwork and
that " surface preparation" activities were not completed in the manner
indicated by QC documentation. No substantial evidence of licensee
management involvement in or knowledge of coating and/or record

. keeping improprieties above the level of the Construction Supervisor
(Coatings) was revealed during the investigation.

.
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APPLICABLE REGULATIONS

.

A review of 10 CFR regulations, standards, NRC guidance documentation,
North Anna Power Station (NAPS) procedures and the Updated Fi.ial
Safety Analysis Report identified those which are applicable to the
investigation.

10 CFR Part 50 (Domestic Licensing of Production and Utilization
Facilities) Appendix B, Quality Assurance Criteria For Nuclear Power
Plants and Fuel Processing Plants, requirements are pertinent to the
investigation. Licensee's responsibilities described in Criterion I,
" Organization;" Criterion II, " Quality Assurance Program;"
Criterion III, " Design Control;" Criterion VII " Control of Purchased
Material, Equipment, and Services;" Criterion X, " Inspections;"
Criterion XVII, " Quality Assurance Records;" and Criterion XVIII,
" Audits," pertain to the allegations which initiated the
investigation.

American National Standard Institute (ANSI) N101.4-1972, entitled
" Quality Assurance For Protective Coatings Applied to Nuclear Plants"
defines and provides "a common basis for the quality assurance of
protective coatings applied to nuclear facilities." Specifically,
Sections 2, 3, 4, 6 and 7 of this standard are applicable to the
investigation.

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Cor:nission Regulatory Guide 1.54, entitled
" Quality Assurance Requirements For Protective Coatings Applied To
Water-Cooled Nuclear Power Plants " references the requirements and
guidelines included in ANSI N101.4-1972. This document states that
guidance contained in ANSI N101.4-1972 for protective c.oatings applied
to "... zinc-coated (galvanized) steel... surfaces of water-cooled
nuclear power plants" is " generally acceptable" and provides "an
adequate basis for complying with the pertinent quality assurance
requirements" of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix 0.

The NAPS Updated Final Sa.ety Analysis Report (UFSAR),
Section3.8.2.7.6, entitled"ProtectiveCoatings(Paints),"contains
requirements for coating " exposed concrete and carbon steel surfaces
within the containment boundary." This section also states "...it is
also necessary that protective coatings remain intact if subjected to
the environment associated with postulated..." Loss of Coolant
Accidents (LOCA's). Tables 3.8-10 and 3.8-11 list nuclear and
non-nuclear qualified coatings, respectively, used inside containment. c

Investigator's Note: The UFSAR does not contain specific
guidance regarding the coating of galvanized steel surfaces o

inside the containment boundary.
4

North Anna Specification (NAS) 1016, entitled " Painting - Part II,
Application of Protective Coating Materials Within The Containment," ,

;
defines the requirements for " materials and workmanship" for field
application of protective coatings... within the reactor containment 0
liner boundary. The contents of Sections 1.0, "Scopet" 2.0

4
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" Applicable Documents;" 3.0 " Requirements," and 4.0 " Quality
Assurance" are all applicable to this investigation. Attachments to-

NAS-1016 identify nuclear qualified coating materials and schedules
j for in-containment painting.

Virginia Electric and Power Company Multiple Power Projects Quality,

Control Instruction QCI 11.1 establishes the program for " controlling
| protective coating materials, surface preparation, and application of'

protective coating to assure that they conform to the governing
| specifications," (NAS-1016). Sections 3, " General" and 4, " Procedure"
| specify responsibilities of both the Construction Supervisor and the
'

QC Inspector regarding the entire coating process. This instruction
further states that the Construction Supervisor shall complete and
sign the Protective Coating Surface Preparation Record (PCSPR),t

(Attachment 5.2 of QCI 11.1), and the Quality Control Inspector shall
assure that all procedures therein have been performed according to
the specifications and instructions.

Copies of all the regulations, standards, guides, procedures,
instructions and/or reports referenced in this section of the
investigation report are being retained in the case file.'

Investigator's Note: According to nurrerous licensee and
contractor personnel interviewed during the investigation,
NAS-1016 and QCI 11.1 were initially developed and promulgated as
coatings procedures with plant construction orientation. These
individuals advised that, although they were subsequently adapted
as plant maintenance procedures, in their opinions they have not
been adecuate for this purpose. After learning of the incidents
which precipitated this investigation and in apparent recognition
that NAS-1016 and QCI 11.1 were inadequate as plant maintenance
procedures, licensee management at NAPS developed and implemented
VEPC0 Site /Section Operating Procedure 50P 8.8.ON, " Coating
Application," dated August 14, 1984 and NAPS Quality Assurance
Department Instruction QADI 10.13. " Coatings Inspection " dated
August 17, 1984. Several interviewees advised that quality
control, operations, maintenance, engineering and construction
interface at NAPS became more amenable with the implementation of
these procedures.

c
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INTERVIEWEES

The individuals listed below provided pertinent information and .
testimony regarding the allegations and issues of the investigation.

ASKEW, Floyd Ray, contract painter Exhibit 5
. . -

BOWLING, Martin luther, VEPC07NAWAssistant Plant Manager,
Exhibit 14

BURNS, William Drayton, Jr., VEPC0/ NAPS Quality Control
Inspector, Exhibit 18

CANFIELD, Norvan Roderick, Coatings Technician and Salesman,
! Exhibit 6
|

FRALEY, Albert Demore, VEPC0/ NAPS Project Manager,

i
Exhibit 11

|

| HARPElf, Joseph Ralph, VEPCO/ NAPS Maintenance Superintendent.
Exhibit 12

HARRIS, William Juniorous VEPC0/ NAPS Quality Control Inspector,
Exhibit 19

HUNLEY, George Henry, contract painter, Exhibit 6
JONES, John Michael, former VEPC0/ NAPS Construction

Superintendent, Exhibit 10
LANG, Marvin Nash, contract painter Supervisor,

Exhibit 7
LONG, Henry L. Jr., Paint Manufacturer Company President,

Exhibit 15
|

NOBLES, Wilson Carey, Construction Engineer. Exhibit 9
PARKER, Alfred Quinton, Engineering Supervisor, ,

Exhibit 13
SMITH, James Allen, Quality Assurance Supervisor,

| Exhibit 17;

In addition to these sources of information, other individuals were|
-

|
interviewed and provided repetitious and/or clarifying testimony

! concerning the purpose of the investigation. The identities and
| coninents of these individuals are recorded in the " Details of

Investigation" section of the report of investigation. Ant

OrganizationChart(Exhibit 2)identifiesthelocation/ management
chain of each licensee and contract employee who was interviewed
during the investigation.

6
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Purpose of Investigation

The purpose of this investigation was to determine whether non-nuclear
cualified and/or nuclear qualified coating materials (primer and/or
finish) were deliberately and knowingly applied to the galvanized
steel surface areas of the Air Cooling and Purging Systems
(ventilation ring ductwork) in the Unit I and 2 containments at,.
Virginia Electric and Power Company's (VEPCO) North Anna Power Station
(NAPS), Mineral,VA. These systems were coated to mitigate severe
boric acid corrosion at numerous locations. According to an alleger,
the non-nuclear qualified coating materials were applied to the
galvanized steel ventilation ring ductwork, with a NAPS supervisor
knowing it was not Loss of Coolant Accident (LOCA) qualified. During
the investigation of this allegation, evidence of willful and
deliberate falsifications of Quality Assurance (QA) documentation
associated with these ventilation ring ductwork coating projects was
developed and, pursued to its logical conclusion in accordance with the
initial request from the originator of the investigation.
Background

In an August 23, 1984 memorandum (Exhibit 1) from James P. O'REILLY,
then Regional Administrator, Region II. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Comission (NRC). Atlanta, GA, investigative assistance was requested
regarding the alleged willful and deliberate use of non-nuclear
qualified coating materials on the galvanized steel ventilation ring
ductwork inside the containment structures of Units 1 and 2 at the
NAPS facility. Accompanying the request letter were documents
obtained or generated by the NRC, Region II Investigation / Allegation
Coordination Section (!/ACS) which set forth the chronology of these
alleged incidents. According to this documentation, the Unit I

,

ventilation ring ductwork was coated in December 1982 and January 1983
and the Unit 2 system was coated in April and May 1983. The following
information is provided in order that pertinent events prior to the
initiation of the investigation request are properly focused and
referenced:

(1) April 16, 1984 -
informed the NAPS Senior Resident Inspector thit~

improper coating materials (epoxy finish coat over an enamel
basecoat)hadpreviouslybeenutilizedontheventilation

e

ring ductwork inside the Units I and 2 containment
buildings. indicated to the Senior Resident
Inspector that NAPS construction cfficials had knowingly *

applied incorrect coating materials to these duplicate
systems and that the paint had peeled on several occasions
before bonding was achieved. Upon receiving the information
the NAPS Senior Resident Inspector reviewed North Anna
Specification 1016 (NAS-1016), the existing and applicable
coatings procedure at the NAPS facility, and after

7
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evaluation determined that concern " appeared to be
valid."

Investigator's Note: l'.ccording to NAPS files and
records, the Unit I ventilation ring ductwork wa's
coated in December 1982 and January 1983 and the Unit 2
project was done during April 1983.

(2) I/ACS documentation reflects that Region II, NRC staff'
officials were requested on May 8,1984 to further review
and evaluate concerns and to " formulate"
appropriate action to address and resolve the issue. In a
June 15, 1984 memorandum from the Region II, NRC Division of
Reactor Safety to the I/ACS, it was recomended that the
NAPS Senior Resident Inspector query VEPC0 (NAPS) officials

i

| to determine the existence of an operational safety or
health issue concerning allegation.

(3) On July 17, 1984, was recontacted telephonically by a
Region II, NRC I/ACS staff member, at which time he
comented that knowledge of his concern (use of improper
coating materials in the containment structures of Units I
and 2) was widespread among " management" personnel at NAPS,
including (Robert) BAULER and Wilson NOBLES. The I/ACS
staff member informed that the NRC intended to inform

| VEPCO, without revealing his identity, of the alleged use of
| improper coating materials and further, to request them to
| analyze test coupons selected from portions of the

ventilation ring ductwork.

(4) On July 17,1984, A VEPC0 Corporate officials was infomed
i that an allegation had been received by the NRC which
| indicated improper and non-nuclear qualified coating

,

| materials had been used on the Units 1 and 2 ventilation
! ring ductwork. Further, it was requested that VEPCO conduct
| sufficient inquiries to determine the identities of coating
'

materials utilized and to ascertain the Loss of Coolant
>

- Accident (LOCA) significance and implications of these
products. Further, on July 27, 1984, a VEPCO official
telephonically infomed Region II, NRC that their analysis,

! disclosed that non-nuclear qualified base coat was probably
| utilized on the ventilation ring ductwork in Unit 1 but that

Unit 2 " appears to meet" procedures specified in NAS-1016.
c

! (5) On August 3, 1984, at the request of VEPC0 Corporate
management, a meeting was held with NRC officials in
Bethesda, MD to discuss technical and health and safety c

,

implications of using non-nuclear qualified coatingi

materials inside containment environment and of using paints ;-

not approved for galvanized steel surfaces. An August 13,
1984 NRC memorandum, with attachments, summarizing contacts
with the licensee pursuant to their options regarding
corrective actions for health and safety implications is (

| Exhibit 3.
.

8
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(6) On August 21, 1984, the NAPS Senior Resident Inspector
advised the I/ACS staff that William BURNS, a site Quality
Control Inspector who inspected the initial ventilation ring
ductwork coating project, had stated NAPS " engineering
people" were told by him (BURNS) before the Unit 1 coating

. project was initiated that paint should not be applied to a
galvanized steel surface. According to the NAPS Senior
Resident Inspector, BURNS was informed by " station
engineering" that the ventilation ring ductwork was not a
safety related system; that he (BURNS) should not be
concerned about this aspect of the project and that he
should "just apply the paint."

The investigation initiation letter, referenced above, asks for
interviews initially with the confidential alleger, the two NAPS
supervisors and the Quality control inspector but requests expansion
of investigative activities if information is developed which would
warrant such actions.

Interviews of NRC Officials

During the investigation, the following Region II NRC officials were
interviewed regarding their knowledge of these incidents as a result
of their participation in the technical resolution of this matter:

Stephen E. ELROD, Section Chief
James G. LUEHMAN, Resident Inspector

ELROD, on September 7,1984, reiterated the contents of the NRC
memorandum dated August 13, 1984 (Exhibit 3) and the investigation
request memorandum (Exhibit 1) and provided historical data regarding
the ventilation ring ductwork coating projects at NAPS Units 1 and 2.
He advised that, in his opinion, the obvious failure of the licensee
to properly evaluate the maintenance work requests for safety
significance and implications regarding this system resulted in the
use of non-nuclear qualified coating material and the coating of a
galvanized steel surface. ELROD further opined that NAPS Construction
Department supervision responsible for coating matters was aware that
their coating procedures were being violated when this work was
accomplished. LUEHMAN, specifically on September 10, 1984 and
December 4,1984, and at various intervals during the investigation,
provided pertinent comments and information he had obtained during the
routine performance of resident inspections at the NAPS facility. He
reiterated the allegations and concerns of the alleger and explained '

the technical and operational evaluations performed by both the
licensee and the NRC regarding the Units 1 and 2 ventilation ring
ductwork coating projects. Additionally, LUEHMAN advised of ,

conversations with NAPS Quality Control (QC) personnel, including Site
Manager Andrew HOGG, Supervisor Jim SMITH and Inspector BURNS, wherein
they acknowledged that objections raised by QC regarding coating of a
galvanized steel surface was over-ruled by "someone in engineering," ;;

not further identified. LUEHMAN diso advised that during an p

August 20, 1984 meeting with these NAPS Quality Control personnel, I
BURNS made claims regarding preparation of the coated surfaces which

9
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were later determined to be inaccurate.He said BURNS adamantlyasserted that all coated surfaces of the ventilation ring ductwork
were prepared to the exact specifications stated in the PCSPR's. He
-said BURNS told him that although sandblasting had not been utilized
to achieve an SP-10 surface as indicated on the PCSPR'sstandard was used to insure the required surface finish had been, a comparator
achieved.

LUEHMAN advised that upon asking to see the comparatorstandard used
" copies were o,n order."HOGG told him that none was available on site but that

Investigator's Note:

NAPS Construction personnel were asked to provide a copy of aDuring the investigation, various craft and
comparator standard for surface preparations.

they were unaware of the existence of this item at the NAPS siteindividuals queried regarding a comparator standard advised that
All of the

either during or prior to the ventilation ring ductwork coatingprojects. ,

Ir.terview of Alleger

.

e

e

e
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Interviews of Contract Painters

ASKEW, in Exhibit 5, related in essence the following information:

As an FC contract painter at the NAPS site from June 1982 to-

March 1983, and from June to December 1983, he mixed and
i batched and forwarded to the Unit I containment building

Debevoise Dereka No. 505 Red primer (base coat), not Mobil
Chromax 13-R-50, and Dupont white Epoxy (finish coat) at the
direction of BAULER for use during the Unit 1 ventilation
ring ductwork coating project.

He was told by BAULER to transport the paint (Dereka-

No. 505) to the Unit I containment building in " unmarked"
containers, a violation of the NAS-1016 procedures.

The NAPS QC inspectors were not present at any time when the-

paint used on the Unit I ventilation ring ductwork were
selected, mixed and batched.

Investigator's Note: Both the North Anna Power Station
procedure NAS-1016 and VEPC0 Multiple Power Projects
QCI 11.1 require OC participation in these processes.

Joseph Edward BROWN, Jr., an FC contract painter at the NAPS site
since June 1982, related that Robert BAULER, the NAPS Construction
Supervisor and " coatings expert," completely managed, directed and
supervised the Unit 1 ventilation ring ductwork coating project.
BROWN advised he personally informed BAULER that the enamel (base
coatir.9) and epoxy (finish coating) materials he (BAULER) had selected
were not nuclear qualified and/or should not be utilized together to
coat a galvanized steel surface. He said BAULER forcefully told him
to either do as he had instructed or to " hit the road," a comment he
(BROWN) interpreted as a termination threat. BROWN concluded that,
although knowing he was using non-nuclear qualified paint to coat a
galvanized steel surface, he followed the directions of BAULER while
involved in the Unit I ventilation ring ductwork coating project.

HUNLEY, in Exhibit 6, related in essence the following information:

As an FC contract painter at the NAPS facility from June-

1981 to May 1983, he participated in the ventilation ring
ductwork coating project in December 1982, under the total
supervision of BAULER.

C

He voiced concern to BAULER that the enamel base and the-

epoxy finish coats were incompatible and non-nuclear C

qualified for a containtrent environment.

!The galvanized steel surfaces of the ventilation ring-

ductwork were inadequately and incorrectly prepared under '

BAULER's direction, even though the QC documentation in the '

form of the PCSPR's he prepared reflects proper surface
Cpreparations.

11
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The PCSPR's for the Unit I ventilation ring ductwork contain-

false, erroneous and incorrect paint identifier and coating
process related information entered by BAULER and concurred
with by NAPS QC Inspectors Bill BURNS and Bill HARRIS.

The NAPS QC inspectors were not present to inspect all of-

the Unit I ventilation ring ductwork coating project, even
though they signed PCSPR's indicating they had independently
performed their responsibilities.

Charles Cecil LAMB, an FC contract painter at the NAPS site from
October 1980 to March 1983, advised he prime (base) coated the entire
Unit i ventilation ring ductwork using Debevoise Dereka No. 505. LAMB
advised that in his opinion, BAULER failed to follow the NAS-1016
coating procedure by allowing improper surface preparations before
paint application and by using non-nuclear qualified coating
materials. He said BAULER, through threatening and intimidating
management practices, required all coating work to be performed in the
manner he directed which was not always according to NAS-1016
requirements.

LANG, in Exhibit 7, related in essence the following information:
|
t As an FC contract painter and foreman at the NAPS site since-

July 1981 he participated in both the Units.1 and 2
ventilation ring ductwork coating projects.

The NAPS Maintenance Department concurred with the-

Construction Department recommendation to coat the Units 1
and 2 ventilation ring ductwork to mitigate boric acid
corrosion damage. BAULER directed all painting activities
on the Unit i ventilation ring ductwork.

The PCSPR forms associated with these coating projects in-

Units 1 and 2 contain incorrect entries regarding)the mannerof surface preparation inasmuch as they (surfaces were not
prepared as indicated by BAULER, who completed these forms.

The use of non-nuclear qualified coating materials over a- '

galvanized surface during the Unit 1 ventilation ring
ductwork project resulted from failure by NAPS officials to
conduct an engineering evaluation and the failure by the QC
Department to perform their responsibilities.

,

He contacted the Keeler and Long field representative-

regarding the base and finish coating materials utilized on
( the Unit 2 ventilation ring ductwork and was told that these ,

products were nuclear qualified and approved for use on a
galvanized steel surface.

Interviews of Construction Department Officials |
! NAPS Construction Department officials who were affiliated with the I'

Units 1 and 2 ventilation ring ductwork coating projects were

12
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interviewed reaarding the purpose of the investigation.
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NOBLES, in Exhibit 9 related in essence the following pertinentinfonnation:

NAPS employee BAULER, as Construction Department Coating
-

Supervisor, managed all coating / painting activities at the
facility, including the Units I and 2 ventilation ringductwork projects in 1982 and 1983.

He (NOBLES) wasminimally involved only in the Unit I coating project.

Althoughhe(NOBLES)supervisedBAULERandtheybothwere
- ,

eware that the ventilation ring ductwork system was
constructed of galvanized steel, neither recognized the
safety implications or the NAS-1016 procedure requirements
pertaining to the coating of galvanized surfaces.

'

BAULER was an "opininated" supervisor who failed to utilize
-

sound and impartial management principles; a style which
resulted in animosities between him, BAULER and other NAPS
management and craf t personnel.

Although BAULER was responsible for ensuring that PCSPR's
-

were prepared, the QC Inspector is required to sign and date
these forms certifying that an independent verification of
coating activities has been performed.

i

He (NOBLES) said he was unaware that PCSPR's associated with
-

the Unit i ventilation ring ductwork coating project
contained false information and he did not recognize the f

safety implications of coating a galvanized surface insidecontainment. He denied he was aware that coating materials 4

selected for these projects were non-nuclear qualified. g

14
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Investigator's Note: During post interview remarks by
NOBLES, he alluded to personality, philosophical and
professional conflicts with BAULER, resulting in " vicious"
and false accusations by BAULER. N0BLES appeared to provide
responses to questions regarding interpersonal and
professional relationships with BAULER with apparent
sincerity, candidness and forthrightness.

JONES, in Exhibit 10, related in essence the following pertinent
information:

He was serving as the NAPS Construction Department-

Superintendent when the Units 1 and 2 ventilation ring
ductwork projects were initiated. BAULER was delegated the
responsibility to manage, coordinate and supervise these
projects.

He did not know why these projects were regarded as-

non-safety related or why a safety analysis was not
performed.

JONES denied he was aware that the NAS-1016 coating-

procedure was violated when these projects were accomplished
and that non-nuclear qualified coating materials were
utilized. He further denied that he allowed or directed
violations of procedures and practices which impacted upon
health and/or safety considerations. He claimed no
knowledge of false or discrepant entries on QC documentation
associated with either of these projects.

FRALEY, in Exhibit 11, related in essence the following pertinent
infomation:

The NAPS work requests which initiated the Units 1 and 2-

ventilation ring ductwork coating projects are Maintenance
Reports (MR) rather then Design Change Packages (DCP).
Since an MR requires no safety or engineering analysis or
evaluation, this explains why the safety implications of
these projects were inadvertently overlooked.

The actual coating processes were directed and managed by-

BAULER under the supervision of JONES and NOBLES. These
individuals had daily access to and were supposedly

(krawledgeable of the NAS-1016 coating procedure. '

After learning from the NRC in July 1984 of potential-

(procedural and safety violations associated with both
iventilation ring ductwork coating projects he noted i

inaccurate and discrepant data in the PCSPR's, including the
manner of surface preparations and type of primer coating 1

used in Unit 1.
|

He identified BAULER as the NAPS supervisor responsible for-.

preparing / approving inaccurate QC documentation. He also
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intimated that JONES may have been aware that the NAS-1016
procedure was being violated at the time the projects were
in progress, only because he supervised BAULER.

He stated he was never consulted by BAULER regarding coating-

materials used during these projects and he did not direct
BAULER to consult with any paint manufacturer regarding
these materials.

He denied personal knowledge that construction, engineering-

or quality centrol procedures were violated during these
projects. He claimed he is unaware that any NAPS managcrent
officials, except BAULER and perhaps JONES, were aware that
procedures were violated.

. Interviews of Maintenance Department Officials

HARPER, in Exhibit 12, related in essence the following pertinent
information:

As the Maintenance Department Superintendent, he authorized,-

approved and obligated funding for the Units 1 and 2
ventilation ring ductwork coating projects.

He consulted with Construction Department Coating Supervisor-

BAULER, who recommended coating the galvanized surfaces to
mitigate the effects of boric acid corrosion. He concurred
with this recommendation, assuming BAULER was knowledgeable
of applicable coating procedures.

He stated that a safety or engineering evaluation was not-

performed regarding these projects because, to his
knowledge, coating / painting had never before received such
an analysis at the NAPS facility.

He advised that safety implications associated with these-

projects were inadvertently ignored. He claimed no
deliberate disregard of procedures governing these
activities.

The following NAPS Maintenance Department employees were interviewed
regarding the purpose of this investigation:

Doswell Stubbs PIERCE, Maintenance Coordinator
Ronald Eugene STILES, former Maintenance Contractor Coordinatort

James Richard STRATTON, Maintenance Supervisor
p

PIERCE, interviewed on September 13, 1984, related he was responsible h
for initiating funding and authorization documentation regarding the

[[ventilation ring ductwork coating projects in Units 1 and 2. He said
he was not responsible for determining whether work activities are 1

3safety related and that he is not qualified to make this
idetermination. PIERCE advised he was unable to provide any insight 0!into the manner in which these projects were performed or the

16
1

!

_ - _



L decisions made by personnel directing, managing or supervising these
activities. He denied any knowledge of improprieties associated with
either of these coating projects.

STILES, interviewed on September 13, 1984, advised he reviewed
documentation associated with the ventilation ring ductwork coating
projects in Units I and 2 to make certain all signatures / dates were
affixed. He said the actual work activities, including any safety
evaluations, procedure requirements and the accomplishment of the

! coating process are the responsibilities of officials outside of his
department. STILES was unable to provide an explanation regarding the
failure by appropriate NAPS official (s) to perform a safety analysis.
He said that Construction Department Coating Supervisor Robert BAULER
told him to annotate the " Work Performed" section of the Unit 1

| Maintenance Report with the comment that "all painting was done IAW
(in accordance with) station specifications." STILES denied knowledger

'

of deliberate violations of procedures or falsification of QC
documentation associated with these coating projects.

STRATTON, interviewed on October 19, 1984, related in essence the same
| comments provided by HARPER, PIERCE and/or STILES, above. He also

claimed no knowledge of deliberate procedural violations, willful
| utilization of improper coating materials or falsification of QC

documentation.'

|

Interview of Operations Department Officials

( The following NAPS Operations Department officials were interviewed on
i December 4 and 5, 1984:

Robert Carroll STARR, Shift Supervisor
Curtis George MEYER, former Shift Supervisor

l Both of these individuals advised separately that coating the
ventilation ring ductwork in Units I and 2 was recommended and
approved by the NAPS Maintenance and Construction Departments to

! mitigate boric acid corrosion. Both stated that at the time the
ventilation ring ductwork was approved for painting, they did not

j consider the safety implications of coating inside of containment.
| STARR advised that, at the time, he inadvertently failed to consider
| the impact of peeling paint in the event of a LOCA. He said that

since painting, in his interpretation, did not structurally alter the
ventilation ring ductwork, he did not consider it necessary for an
engineering or safety analysis to be performed. MEYER stated also '

that he inadvertently failed to consider the safety implications of
coating in containment and for this reason a safety analysis by the
engineering department was not requested. Both individuals denied any ,

deliberate attempt to violate procedures or to consciously preclude
the engineering department from performing an evaluation / analysis of Lthese projects.

!
I:
I

|
'
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Interviews of Technical Services Personnel

The following NAPS Technical Services (Engineering) personnel were
interviewed on October 11, 1984 regarding the purpose of this
investigation:

Peter Thor KNUTSEN, Supervisor of Nuclear Engineering
Michael Glenn PINION, Engineer

Both individuals advised separately that they did not recall requests
from NAPS Construction, Maintenance or the Operations Departments for
a safety analysis regarding the ventilation ring ductwork coating
projects in Units 1 and 2. KNUTSEN advised that had the Engineering
Department given advice or rendered assistance regarding these
projects it would have been documented with an Engineering Work
Request form. He said no such forms or documentation exists in the
NAPS Engineering _ Department regarding these projects. He stated that
any engineering guidance provided regarding these projects would have
been within the parameters of NAS-1016, the coating procedure
generally available to all NAPS departments. Neither individual was
able to explain the reason a safety or engineering analysis was not
requested, although they opined the " low priority" and relatively
insignificant status of coating projects likely contributed to this
failure.

Investigator's Note: William BURNS, QC Inspector at the NAPS
facility stated in testimony recorded in a subsequent section of
the repo that he personally notified the Engineering Departmentv

upon leai,ang no safety analysis had been performed prior to
coating the ventilation ring ductwork in Unit 1. Both KNUTSEN
and PINION, at the request of the investigator, researched
engineering records and files and contacted other engineers
regarding BURNS' assertions. This effort failed to locate any
evidence that the Engineering Department was informed of this
matter by BURNS or any other QC personnel.

Interviews of NAPS Plant Officials

PARKER, in Exhibit 13, related in essence the following pertinent
information:

During the summer of 1982, he attended a meeting with NAPS-

Construction Department personnel FRALEY, JONES and BAULER
and then Station Manager Robert CARTWRIGHT, which resulted '

in the decision to paint the Unit 1 ventilation ring
ductwork to mitigate boric acid corrosion.

,

He approved the Unit 1 " Request For Work" form and forwarded I-

it to the NAPS Construction Department for implementation.
|

I
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_Although not involved in the actual work process, he did not-

recali any comments by any NAPS personnel pertaining to the
safety implications of coating the ventilation ring ductwork
in either Units 1 or 2.

These projects should have been performed in accordance with-

NAS-1016 and QCI 11.1 coating procedures for Construction
and Quality Control respectively.

He attributed subsequent Units 1 and 2 ventilation ring-

ductwork coating defects to BAULER's failure to follow
existing procedures and because of ineffective
communications between all of the NAPS departments involved
in these projects.

He claimed no knowledge of willful, deliberate procedural-

violations or QC records falsifications regarding these
projects.

E0WLING, in Exhibit 14, related in essence the following pertinent
information:

Although he was not employed at the NAPS facility when the-

Units 1 and 2 ventilation ring ductwork were coated, since
July 1984 he has attempted to determine the circumstances
which caused non-nuclear qualified materials to be utilized
in coating a galvanized steel structure inside of
containment.

To his knowledge no NAPS plant officials were aware that-

non-nuclear qualified paint was used on the ventilation ring
ductwork or that galvanized surfaces inside containment were
coated in violation of NAS-1016.

He reviewed PCSPR's associated with the ventilation ring-

ductwork coating projects in Units 1 and 2 and acknowledged
false and discrepant information therein, including the
method of surface preparation and type of primer coating
utilized on Unit I system.

Responsibility for preparing PCSPR's and ensuring the-

accuracy of the data therein was jointly shared by
Construction Supervisor BAULER and the assigned QC
inspector. c

Edward Wayne HARRELL, Station Manager, interviewed on October 10,
1984, related he was an Assistant Station Manager when the Units 1 and 0

2 ventilation ring ductwork wa: coated. He reiterated the testimonies
of NAPS Construction Maintenance'and Operations Department personnel j

;
concerning the decisions to paint these systems. HARRELL acknowledged
limited participation in general discussion sessions with Construction
and Paintenance personnel regarding these projects but stated detailed
decisions were made at the department level. He claimed no knowledge g
of procedure violations, utilization of improper coating materials or

..
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any other improprieties associated with these projects. He said he
did not learn of these problems until the NRC notified VEPC0's

| Corporate Office (CARTWRIGHT) of these deficiencies about July 1984.
HARRELL advised that VEPC0 ordered an immediate investigation of the.

i allegations reported by the NRC and determined an option acceptable to'

the NRC for alleviating these deficiencies. HARRELL further
acknowledged discrepant surface preparation and paint identity

| information in the PCSPR's associated with these projects. He claimed
~

no personal knowledge of deliberate deviations from established
procedures or of intentional falsification of QC documentation.

William Robert CARTWRIGHT, former Station Manager, was interviewed on
! . December 7,1984 and reiterated the comments of HARRELL, above. He

denied knowledge of deliberate violations of procedures or any recordsi

improprieties associated with the coating projects in Units I and 2.

Interviews of Paint Manufacturing Representatives

LONG, in Exhibit 15, related in essence the following pertinert
information:

,

( Neither he nor any member of his staff recall any telephone-

contacts by anyone from NAPS in 1982 or 1983 regarding the
suitability of using Keeler and Long products or those of
any competitors on galvanized steel ventilation ring
ductwork inside containments.

In July or August 1984, Keeler and Long received three-

telephone calls from VEPC0/ NAPS regarding the suitability of
using Keeler and Long 6548/7107 primer and E-1 Series top
coat on a galvanized surface in a containment environment.
The callers were informed that these materials were not -

suitable for the use described.

CANFIELD, in Exhibit 16, related the following pertinent infomation:

, He is acquainted with Robert BAULER, fomer Construction-

Supervisor at NAPS. At no time did BAULER or any NAPS or
contractor employee at the facility solicit information or
advice from him regarding the use of any coating materials
for the ventilation ring ductwork in the containments of
Units I and 2.

| . Investigator's Note: *

e

l All Keeler and Long personnel '
! contacted during the investigation recall no contacts .'
i of any sort with BAULER regarding 1982 and 1983
} ventilation ring ductwork coating activities in Units I
! or 2. LANG (Exhibit 7) claimed he telephonically b.i

I
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contacted CANFIELD regarding compatibility of paint for
the Unit 2 project, however, CANFIELD did not recall
this or any other communications with NAPS personnel
regarding the ventilation ring ductwork coating
projects.

Interviews of NAPS Quality Assurance Personnel

Andrew Logan H0GG, Jr., Site QA Manager, interviewed on October 10 and
December 6, 1984, related he. held his current position during the
periods when the Units 1 and 2 ventilation ring ductwork coating
projects were being performed. H0GG claimed that his involvement in
these projects was minimal. He identified QC Inspectors Bill BURNS
and Bill HARRIS as the individuals assigned to conduct required
inspections of the ventilation ring ductwork coating activities. HOGG
advised that he never questioned these inspectors regarding their
inspection activities on the ventilation ring ductwork and he never
had reason to doubt their integrity concerning these matters. He
claimed no knowledge of any QC records improprieties by HARRIS or
BURNS and said they never discussed their coating inspection duties or
the contents of the PCSPR's they signed and dated regarding the
ventilation ring ductwork coating activities in Units 1 and 2.

Investigator's Note: HOGG appeared defensive of BURNS and HARRIS
when answering questions regarding possible records improprieties
by these individuals. He strongly asserted that they were above
reproach in all respects and that they always performed in a
professional and competent manner. The suggestion that they
could have performed these coating inspections in other than a
professional manner caused H0GG to become irritable and
antagonistic.

SMITH, in Exhibit 17, related the following pertinent information:

He supervised both BURNS and HARRIS when they conducted-

inspections of the ventilation ring ductwork in Units 1 and
2. He acknowledged that these inspectors did not
participate in the selection, mixing, batching and labelling
and in some primer and top coat application activities in
the Unit 1 project because the Construction Department
failed to notify the QA Department of this project in a
timely manner.

He does not know whether BURNS and HARRIS performed the '-

inspections functions as indicated on the PCSPR's for
Units 1 and 2 since he performed no verification activities.

,

In August 1984, when the licensee was directed by the NRC to-

determine the circumstances of the coating deficiencies in
.

!

Units 1 and 2 he questioned BURNS regarding his signatures
on the PCSPR's. He said BURNS told him his (BURNS) ;

signature represented independent verification according to
applicable QC procedures. Io

.
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Both BURNS and HARRIS told him subsequently they had-

inspected the ventilation ring ductwork coating projects
according to existing procedures and that their signatures
on PCSPR's certified their independent verification.

Subsequent evidence indicates that both BURNS and HARRIS may-

ha"e failed to properly perform their inspection duties,
although he (SMITH) never confronted them regarding apparent
records discrepancies.

BURNS, in Exhibit 18, related in essence the following pertinent
information:

; Upon being assigned to inspect the Unit i ventilation ring-

ductwork coating activities in December 1982, he informed a,

'

NAPS engineer, not further identified, that no engineering
evaluation had been performed regarding this project.

He informed the same engineer that required surface-
,

{ preparation for the ventilation ring ductwork had not been
; properly achieved and that paint was being applied to a
| galvanized steel surface.
|

He signed and dated PCSPR's without performing certain of-

the inspection functions and responsibilities required by
NAPS Construction and Quality Control procedures. He

, acknowledged his actions in this regard as a deliberate and
| conscious falsification of QC documentation.

He collaborated with and was manipulated and coerced by-

i BAUl.ER to falsely certify that QC functions and'

responsibilities had been properly accomplished during the
| Units 1 and 2 ventilation ring ductwork projec+s.

In August 1984, he tiiscussed the false and inaccurate-

i entries on the PCSPR's with two supervisors and both
directed him to make a full disclosure to the NRC regarding
his actions.

Investigator's Note: During the interviews of H0GG and
SMITH both advised that they had not discussed records
improprieties or ventilation ring ductwork inspection;

| activities with BURNS or HARRIS. Based upon BURNS'
testimony, both H0GG and SMITH were aware of false c,

' entries in the ventilation ring ductwork PCSPR's in
August 1984. Both H0GG and SMITH categorically denied
BURNS' assertions. g

His failure to properly perform inspection duties and |
-

enforce procedures resulted in the utilization of
|non-nuclear qualified coating materials and applications of

paint over a galvanized steel surface. ,

I

.
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HARRIS, in Exhibit 19, related in essence the following pertinent
[ information:

| As one of two QC inspectors assigned to the ventilation ring-

ductwork coating activities in Units 1 and 2, he knowingly, - -

( signed and' dated PCSPR's which contained false, erroneous
'

' and inaccurate entries and which are not reflective of his
inspection efforts regarding these projects.

He permitted NAPS coating supervisor Robert BAULER to-

initiate PCSPR's containing inaccurate date.

He accepted BAULER's data entries on the PCSPR's without-

performing an independent inspection as required by NAPS
procedures.

He allowed BAULER to manipulate him in an unprofessional-

manner and he failed to perform inspection duties associated
with these projects in a competent professional manner.

,
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REVIEW 0F LICENSEE RECORDS

Pertinent licensee files and records were reviewed during the course
of this investigation. Exhibits 20 through 32 are copies of documents
from these files and records, provided by Steven B. EISENHART,
Licensing Coordinator, at the NAPS facility.

Exhibits 20 and 21 are two dimensional drawings of half of the NAPS
Units 1 and 2 Containment Air Recirculation System and Purge Exhaust,
reflecting both the inner and outer ductwork of the system.

Exhibits 22 and 23 are copies of the completed " Request For Work"
form, Number 1499999160, dated December 13, 1982 and Maintenance
Request form (MR) Number N1-82-12230510 (Unit 1) and the " Request For
Work" fom Number 1499999240, dated March 22, 1983 and MR fonn
NumberN2-82-06030033(Unit 2).

Investigator's Note: R.E. STILES, NAPS Maintenance Coordinator
during the period December 1981 to March 1983, related that these
documents were prepared, for planning purposes "well in advance"
of the actual accomplishment of the ventilation ring ductwork
coating projects. He advised that this fact accounts for the
"6/14/82" date on the Unit 1 " Request For Work" form and for the
"06/02/84" (typographical error) date on the Unit 2 MR.
A.Q. PARKER related he inadvertently indicated "No" QA Approval
on the Unit 1 Request For Work and R.C. STARR advised that he
indicated "No" in the Safety Related sectior; of each MR since he
inadvertently failed to consider the health a. * safety
implications of painting the galvanized steel ventilation ring
ductwork.

Exhibit 24 is a handwritten memorandum from Stephen B. EISENHART, NAPS '

Licensing Coordinator to Investigator Robert H. Burch, which documents
the results of his search for "an engineering decision or
determination" regarding the Units 1 and 2 ventilation ring ductwork
coating projects. According to the memorandum, no documented
" engineering decisions" were located regarding these projt ,

,

Exhibit 25 is a copy of VEPCO's License Event Report (LER)
No. LER-84-006 dated April 30, 1984. This licensee document describes.
"the event" (application of non-nuclear qualified coating materials on
galvanized steel ventilation ring ductwork inside containment), o
addresses the cause and sets forth the licensee actions to be taken to
correct these deficiencies and prevent their recurrence.

.

Exhibit 26 is a copy of an Impell Corporation report entitled
" Administrative Controls Assessment Concerning Coating Controls at
North Anna and Surry Power Stations." This document is the result of
Impell's analysis and review of coating / painting controls and
procedures at both the North Anna and Surry Nuclear Generating Plants |.after VEPC0 officials were informed by the NRC that non-nuclear >

qualified coating materials had been utilized on ventilation ring 8

ductwork. The comments reflected in the " Executive Su mary,"
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" Scenario" and " Observations" sections regarding QC involvement |
corroborate certain of the investigative disclosures set forth in this
report of investigation.

Exhibit 27 is a copy of a NAPS Construction Department memorandum
dated October 15, 1984 entitled " History of Ring Duct Coatings Unit I
and II North Anna Power Station." This memorandum sets forth
discrepancies which have ceen noted in PCSPR's associated with the
Units 1 and 2 ventilation ring ductwork coating projects, including
surface preparation activities and identification of Unit 1 primer
coating.

Exhibit 2d is a copy of NAPS Purchasing Department memorandum dated
October 15, 1984. This document states that no Mobil 13-R-50 (Mobil
Chemical Company product) coating material was purchased by VEPC0 for
the NAPS facility.

Exhibit 29 is a copy of a paint label provided by former FC painter
Ray ASKEW on October 10, 1984. ASKEW, in providing the paint label,
advised unequivocally that Dereka No. 505 Red Primer and not
Mobil 13-R-50, was used as the primer coating on the Unit I
ventilation ring ductwork.

Exhibit 30 is the primer coating PCSPR's (4 documents) for the NAPS
Unit I ventilation ring ductwork.

Exhibit 31 is the finish coating PCSPR's (5 documents) for the NAPS
Unit i ventilation ring ductwork.

Exhibit 32 is the primer and finish coating PCSPR's (4 documents) for
the NAPS Unit 2 ventilation ring ductwork.

Investigator's Note: The inaccuracies and discrepancies
contained in Exhibits (30) through (32), above, are set forth in
the sworn statements of BURNS and HARRIS, which have been
attached to the Report of Investigations as Exhibits (18) and
(19),respectively.

,

,
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REVIEW 0F BAULER'S RECORDS

The files and records pertaining to Robert N. BAULER, applicable to
his employment tenure at the NAPS facility, were made available to the
NRC Office of Investigations by Corporate licensee official
R. J. HARDWICK, Jr. Information and dccumentation contained in
BAULER's files and records, which is deemed pertinent to thir '
investigation, is set forth in this section of the investigation
report.

VEPC0 Personnel Department records reflect BAULER was employed in the
NAPS Construction Department from March 1980 to June 1981 and again
from Septemter 1981 to March 1984.

4

I

, BAULER was,

separated from VEPCO/ NAPS on March 2, 1984. These personnel records
,

.
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LIAISON WITH THE REQUESTOR

During the course of the investigation the Region II Office of the
Regional Administrator and/or members of his staff, including the NAPS
Resident Inspector, were frequently apprised regarding the progress
and _ disclosures of the investigation. At the conclusion of the
investigation, the Region II staff personnel were apprised of all
investigative disclosures and no additional investigation was
requested.

,

O

e

r

I

28

-_ _ ,- _ _ _ _ . - - _ _ _ _ _ . .- _- -_. _



g;
-

, .,

F

io .
P

Y

i

STATUS OF INVESTIGATION
.
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Inasmuch as all logical and significant . investigative activities have
been completed, the-status of this investigation is CLOSED.,
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WILLFULNESS / INTENT

This investigation was initiated to determine and/or resolve:

(1) Whether non-nuclear qualified paint was deliberately and
knowingly used to coat galvanized steel surfaces of the
ventilation ring ductwork inside the containments of Units V
and/or 2, in violation of applicable regulations and procedures.

(2) When licensee management became aware of the apparent use of
non-nuclear qualified paint; what level of licensee management

,

was aware of this deficiency / discrepancy and to what extent did'

licensee officials discuss this matter.

(3) Other discrepancies and deficiencies resulting from or associated
with the apparent use of improper coating materials on the
ventilation ring ductwork.

With regard to Item 1 above, it was determined through interviews
that:

Robert N. BAULER, then NAPS Construction Supervisor-

(Coatings) (first line supervisor) knowingly directed
painters to apply a non-nuclear qualified base coating over
the galvanized steel surfaces of the ventilation ring
ductwork inside Unit I containment. This determination is
based upon the testimonies of
HUNLEY (Exhibit 6) BROWN and LAMB. These individuals
further surmissed that, because the Unit I and Unit 2
ventilation ring ductwork is identical, BAULER also

;

knowingly directed the application of nuclear oualified '

coating materials over the galvanized steel ventilation ring
ductwork in Unit 2.

With regarding to Item 2 above, it was determined through interviews
and licensee documentation that:

Licensee management, except BAULER, was apparently unaware-

that non-nuclear qualified paint had been used to prime coat
the Unit 1 galvanized steel ventilation ring ductwork until
the NRC notified VEPC0 officials in July 1984. Further,,

inquiries disclosed that licensee management was apparently
unaware of the safety implications resulting from the use of '

nuclear qualified coating materials over the galvanized
steel ductwork in Unit 2 until after the NRC advised VEPC0

*officials of the coating discrepancies in Unit 1.

Based upon interviews of contract painters and NAPS [-

Construction, Maintenance, Engineering, Operations and
Quality Assurance officials no evidence of management
knowledge of these discrepancies beyond the level of BAULER
was developed. Although indicated NAPS Construction I
Department officials FRALEY, JONES and N0BLES and

30
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Maintenance Department Superintendent HARPER (see Exhibi.t 2
for level of management) were aware that a galvanized steel
system was being coated in the Units 1 and 2 containment,
all denied deliberate or willful violations of existing
coating regulations and safety procedures. These and all
other NAPS management officials claimed that the. health and
safety significance of coating the galvanized structures was
inadvertently overlooked at the time the decision was made
to paint the ventilation ring ductwork. A significant
number of licensee' officials in the NAPS Construction,
Maintenance, Engineering, Operations and Quality Assurance
Departments alluded to " communications deficiencies" between
departments as one cause of these coating discrepancies,
(see Exhibits 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14).

With regard to Item 3 above, it was determined through interviews
that:

QC Inspectors assigned to inspect the ventilation ring-

ductwork coating projects in Units 1 and 2 failed to perform
their inspection duties as required by procedures, (see
Exhibits 4, 5, 6 and 8). Further, during the interviews of
the two QC inspectors assigned to the ventilation ring
ductwork, both acknowledged thcc they collaborated with NAPS
Construction Supervisor BAULER to certify false and
inaccurate entries on the PCSPR's associated with these
projects (see Exhibits 18 and 19).

;
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EXCULPATORY INFORMATION

Based upon the testimonies of a significant number of interviewees, it
was disclosed that several factors contributed to the coating
deficiencies associated with the Units.1 and 2 ventilation ring
ductwork projects. Those factors are enumerated as follows:

(1) The apparent failure of NAPS facility management personnel
(Maintenance, Construction, Engineering, Operations and
Quality Assurance Departments) to discuss and/or consnunicate
ramifications and safety implications of coating these
systems at the times the decisions were made to perfonn this
activity.

(2) Historically, the low priority and relative unimportance of
the coatings process at the NAPS facility by management
officials.

(3) The apparent inadvertent failure of NAPS Operations
Department management officials to recognize that
coating / painting a safety related system is, ir. effect, a
design change requiring an engineering evaluation.

(4) The apparent lack of quality control inspectors with
experience in the coatings discipline when the ventilation
ring ductwork projects were initiated.

(5) The inaccessibility to and/or unfamiliarity with NAPS
coating procedure NAS-1016 by craft personnel involved in
coating activities.

(6) The apparent inadequacy of the coating and/or quality
control procedures in effect at the time the ductwork
systems were coated.

Investigator's Note: Evidence of Item 6, above is the fact
that on August 14, 1984 and August 17, 1984 NAPS implemented
VEPC0 Site /Section Operating Procedure S0P No. 8.8.0N and
Quality Assurance Department Instructions QADI 10.13,
respectively. These procedures were developed and
implemented to provide guidance regarding " Coatings
Application" and " Coatings Inspection" at the NAPS facility.

,

Exhibits 4, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 17, 18 and 19 discuss and address
one or more of the above listed factors.
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CONCLUSIONS

The evidence obtained during the investigation, in the form of
documentation and interviewee testimony set forth in signed statements
and Results of Interviews disclosed the following:

BAULER, then the NAPS Construction (Coatings) Supervisor-

(first level), directed craft painters to apply a
non-nuclear qualified primer coating material on the
galvanized steel ventilation ring ductwork of Unit 1. He
further directed the application of an incompatible top
coating on this same structure and he directed applications
of nuclear qualified primer and top coating on the Unit 2
galvanized steel ventilation ring ductwork.

QC Inspectors BURNS and HARRIS, in collaboration with-

BAULER, knowingly placed false and erroneous information on
the PCSPR's after failing to perform their inspection duties
and responsibilities. All three individuals signed and
dated the PCSPR's certifying that data contained therein was
correct and factual and that independent QC verification had
been performed in accordance with applicable procedures.

No NAPS management official above the level of BAULER-

apparently recognized the safety and health implications of
coating the galvanized steel ventilation ring ductwork
inside of containments until the licensee was notified by
the NRC in July 1984.

Exhibits 4, 5, 6, 8, 18, 19, 29, 30, 31 and 32 discuss and support the
conclusions as set forth in this section of the Report of
Investigation.

.
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EXHIBITS

(1) Region II, NRC investigation request memorandum, dated
8/23/84

(2) VEPCO/ NAPS Organization Chart
(3) NRC memorandum from L. ENGLE to J. MILLER, dated 8/13/84
(4)

.-

(5) Results of Interview of F.R. ASKEW, dated 10/10/84
(6) Signed Statement of G.H. HUNLEY, dated 9/26/84
(7) Results of Interview of M.N. LANG. dated 9/12/84(8)

(9) Results of Interview of W.C. NOBLES, dated 10/18/84
(10) Results of Interview of J.M. JONES, dated 12/8/84
(11) Results of Interview of A.D. FRALEY, dated 10/10/84
(12) Results of Interview of J.R. HARPER, dated 12/6/84
(13) Results of Interview of A.Q. PARKER, dated 9/13/84
(14) Results of Interview of M.L. BOWLING, Jr., dated 9/12/84 and

10/10/84
(15) Signed Statement of H.L. LONG, Jr., dated 10/3/84
(16) Results of Interview of N.R. CANFIELD, dated 12/10/84
(17) Results of Interview of J.A. SMITH, dated 10/9/84
(18) Signed Statement of W.D. BURNS, Jr., dated 12/4/84
(19) Signed Statement of W.J. HARRIS, dated 12/5/84
(20) Two dimension drawing of one half of the Units 1 and 2

ventilation ring ductwork system
(21) Two dimension drawing of one half of the Units 1 and 2

ventilation ring ductwork system-
(22) Request For Work Form No. 1499999160 and associated -

Maintenance Report No. N1-82012230510
(23) Request For Work Form No. 1499999240 and associated

Maintenance Report No. N2-82-06030033
(24) Memorandum from EISENHART to BURCH regarding Document

Search, dated 10/11/84
- (25) VEPC0 letter to the NRC, Washington, DC, dated 10/30/84,

with attached LER 84-006
(26) Impell Corporation report, dated August 1984
(27) NAPS memorandum from G. LUDDEN to A. FRALEY, dated 10/15/84regarding " History of Ring Duct Coatings Units I and II"
(28) NAPS memorandum from K. CUMMINGS to A. FRALEY, dated

10/15/84 regarding purchase of Mobil 13-R-50 material .

(29) Label from Dereka No. 505 Red Primer paint can
(30) PCSPR's (5 sheets) for Primer Coating, Unit I ventilation

ring ductwork .

(31) PCSPR's (5 sheets) for Finish Coating, Unit I ventilation
ring ductwork

(32) PCSPR's (4 sheets) for Primer and Finish Coatings, Unit 2 'ventilation ring ductwork
i

8i
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Docket Nos.: 50-338
and 50-339

MEMORANDUM FOR: James R. Miller, Chief
Operating Reactors Branch #3
Division of Licensing

FROM: Leon 8. Engle, Project Manager
Operating Reactors Branch #3
Division of Licensing-

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF MEETING WITH THE VIRGINIA ELECTRIC
AND POWER COMPANY (VEPCO) REGARDING NON-00ALIFIED
PAINT INSIDE CONTAINMENT AT NORTH ANNA POWER
STATION, UNITS N05. 1 AhD 2

Introduction

A meeting was held on Friday, August 3,1984, with VEPC0 and the NRC staff in
Bethesda, Maryland regarding the subject as noted above. A list of attendeesis provided in Enclosure 1.

Prior ter the August 3,1984 meeting, Region II had received allegations that
certain paint inside containment at NA-1 wa's non-nuclear qualified. VEPC0
comenced an investigation into the allegation and on Friday, July 27, 1984,
Region II notified NRR that VEPCO had confirmed the existence of non-qualified
paint on the surface of the lower ring ventilation ducting inside the NA-1 i

containment. The surface area affected was approximately 8100 square feet.

The ventilation ring in the lower level of containment consists of galvanized
surfaces. Although these galvanized surfaces are designed to withstand a
containment environment, infrequent boric acid solution had impinged on these
salvanized surfaces and caused minor corrosion. To prevent further corrosion
on the lower ring duct, VEPCO, as a preventive measure, had the ducts painted
during December 1982 and January 1983.

In response to the allegation, VEPCO, in mid-Sumer 1984, checked the NA-1.
Protective Coating Surface Preparation Records and determined that the coatings
applied to the lower ring duct were:

$ '1] An alkyd primer, Mobil Chromax Red Primer, No.13-R-50, and

(2) A catalyzed polyamide epoxy finish, Dupont Corlar Dual Build

Epoxy Enamel, No. 823-Y-67632 with Activator No. VG-Y-8hlBIT (3) !Mn-n- Page / of 6 PafQ UQfIU g)
|



r m w eu onr m wvem n ,

-2-
i

Upon further investigation, VEPC0 deter 1nined the Mobil Alkyd Primer was non- !

nuclear qualified and, although the Dupont epoxy (finish coat) was nuclear
qualified, neither primer nor topcoat were approved for use on galvanized
surfaces. As noted previously, the affected area was approximately 8,100
square feet of ductwork and supports which had been coated with the above
noted primer and finish coats. The average dry film thickness of the coating
is 5 to 6 mils.

Based on the above, Region II requested NRR assistance since paint expertise
rested on the NRR staff. On Wednesday, August 1, 1984, VEPC0 requested a
meeting for Friday, August 3,1984 with the appropriate hRR staff in Bethesda,
Maryland, in order to discuss these matters.

In addition, upon the identification of non-qualified paint at NA-1, VEPC0
insnediately proceeded to scrutinize the NA-2 Protective Coating Surface
Preparation Records. These records indicated conflicting reports as to specific
applications of primer and finish coats of paint applied to the NA-2 lower
ring ventilation ducts. VEPCO, therefore, determined to shut down NA-2 until
such time that conflicting paint records could be unraveled. Shutdown of NA-2
comenced at approximately 18:00 hours, Thursday, August 2,1984 It is noted
that NA-1 was in a refueling outage and scheduled for restart August 12, 1984.

Upon discovery of the non-qualified paint, VEPCO initiated test programs to
evaluate the performance of the applied coating under Design Basis Accident (OBA)
conditions and to verify the coating materials used. Test coupons were selected
from representative samples of ductwork and sent to the Oak Ridge National
Laboratory (ORNL) for DBA testing. VEPC0 specified that the test and procedures
to be used at ORNL would be in conformance with the NA-1&2 Updated Final Safety
Analysir Report (UFSAR) as specified in Appendix 30. " Testing of Protective
Coatings Under Design Basis Accident Conditions".. In addition, VEPC0 initiated
chemical analyses to be perforned by KTA-Tator to verify the generic type of :

coatings applied to the ductwork.

Discussion |

iOn Friday, August 3,1984, VEPCO presented its meeting agenda to the staff to
be followed and discussed during the meeting. A copy is provided as Enclosure 2.
NRR requested Region II attendance could not be met due to existing Region II ',

manpower requirements.

VEPC0 stated that it is necessary that protective coatings within Containment ,

remain intact on applied surfaces following postulated Loss of Coolant Accident
(LOCA) environmental conditions. VEPCO further stated that the NRC approved I|

-

NA-182 FSAR specifies that coatings applied after initial construction must meet !
the technical perfortnance requirements for simulated DBA testing set forth in ;

the American Nuclear Safety Institute (ANSI) standard N101.2-72. VEPC0 went 1

on to say that, since the coating system utilized at NA-1 on the lower ring ,'
ventilation ducts had not been nuclear qualified, corrective action was required
by VEPCO.

EXHIBIT (3)
Page 2 nf 6 Pages
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VEPC0 had evaluated various options for implementing corrective actions. These
options are:

(1) Install new ductwork which would impact the NA-1 restart
schedule of August 12,1984 by 3 months and represent signif-
icant cost expenditures and shutdown time.

(2) Remove the non-qualified paint from the ductwork and supports
by chipping and abrasive tools which would cause a non-suitable
environment for NRC required electrical work underway to meet
NUREG-0737, " Post TMI Requirements".

(3) Install a stainless steel wire mesh screen over the affected
surfaces of the ductwork and supports in NA-1 containment to
retain any coating material which could potentially cause ,

blockage of the containment sump screens. ,

Because of the above noted impacts and associated problems noted in items (1)
and (2) above, VEPC0 had decided to take corrective action specified in item
(3) above.

VEPCO stated a stainless steel wire mesh screen would be installed over all
affected surfaces of the coated ductwork and supports. The installed screer.
would be a 8x8 mesh per linear inch and fabricated from Type 304 stainless
steel. The width of the screen opening would be 0.097 inch, which is smaller
than the opening of the fine mesh sump screen (0.120 inches). Sheet metal
ribs would be installed approximately every four linear feet of ductwork
and the 1nesh screen then riveted to the metal ribs. In addition, a seismic ,

analysis Would be performed to ensure that the ductwork and supports with the
t

- increa, sed weight would be within the envelope of design criteria. '

f '

VEPC0 then provided its bases for ensuring that the proposed corrective actions
for non-qualified paint would not result in any impact on the operation of i.

safety required equipment required to mitigate the consequences of a DBA.
Assuming that the non-qualified paint coating releases from the galvanized
substrate following a 08A, the wire mesh surrounding the ductwork would
entrap a significant portion of the paint.. In addition, the entrapment of the ,

paint particles on the mesh screen would build up on the screen as a function *

of time and, thereby, allow only.an increasing preferential small size of
paint particles to pass through the screen. Also, a large portion of the lower

',
ring ductwork is not located in the area of containment sump and water on the
floor in these areas flows to the sump at a low velocity following a postulated i

LOCA. A large portion of the paint particles which might escape the wire mesh |
screen would settle out or become entrapped elsewhere before reaching the fine
mesh screen on the containment recirc pumps. Finally, any paint particles
reaching the containment sump would be of a smaller size than the pump screen
mesh and could be circulated through the recirc-system. 8

.

EXHIBIT (3)
Page 3 of /5 Pages
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VEPC0 then provided the staff with an update on the status of paint conditions
at NA-2. VEPC0 stated that its decision to shutdown NA-2 the previous day was
due to the uncertainty and validity of paint records which might verify paint
qualification on the NA-2 lower ring ventilation ducting. This ducting had
been painted in April and May 1983 to mitigate corrosive effects as in the case
for NA-1. VEPC0 stated that the NA-2 Protective Coating Surface Preparation
Records indicated that the following coatings were applied over the galvanized
surface.

(1) Primer: Keeler and Long White Epoxy Primer 6548

(2) Finish: Keeler and Long White Epoxy Finish 6548.

VEPC0 stated that at this time the above identified priner and finish coats
present a coating system which is nuclear qualified over carbon steel surfaces.
However, disparities in paint records could not provide 100 percent assurance that
the identified coatings were in place on the affected ring duct surface area.
Therefore, test coupons had been prepared and expedited to ORNL for DBA testing
as in the case for NA-1.

Finally, VEPCO stated that paint procedures and records will be reviewed and'

revised to provide stricter quality control for verifying qualified paint inside
containment is properly applied and nuclear qualified.

Conclusions

The NRC staff recessed to consider VEPCO's proposals.and determined the following,
thich was presented to VEPCO.

(1) The results of particle-dynamic calculations of particle inter-
actions and granular flow have shown that grading of small size

,

i

fines can in certain cases collect on surfaces with openings of
greater size than the particle fines in question. The staff ,

suggested the licensee assure themselves that such interaction
would not take place.

(2) The staff finds VEPCO's corrective action.(as discussed above) to *

be acceptable for NA-1. Should final analysis confirm similar *

problems for NA-2 ring duct ventilation paint. the proposed
corrective measures are also acceptable for NA-2.

,

(3) VEPC0's corrective measures are acceptable on a short ters and i

long term basis providing the results of the Comanchee Peak |

| Task Force (non-qualified paint) identify no new generic i

concerns. ij

8'
I (4) The staff also reconnends that VEPC0 upgrade quality control

for qualified paint records inside containment and the procedures
for application of surfaces inside containment.

EXHlBIT (3).
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Subsequent Events Related To Meeting Summary

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 2:00 pm, Friday, August 3,1984,
wherewith NRR called Region II at approximately 2:30 pm and stated the staff's
conclusions as stated above. Region II inoicated the staff's finding, regarding
the licensee's corrective action to be acceptable to Region II.

On Tuesday, August 7,1984 VEPC0 informed NRR that preliminary tests conducted
by ORNL had confirmed degradation of both NA-1&2 paint samples under simulated
DBA conditions. In the case of NA-1, a significant 75-80% of sample surface
was observed to be blistered. For NA-2, a 10-20% flaking was observed in a
failure adhesion test. ORNL testing is not scheduled to be completed until
approximately September 1, 1984 Therefore, the corrective measures identified
above will be implemented at both NA-182.

The corrective measures will be completed at NA-1 prior to restart, now scheduled
for August 23, 1984 NA-2 was officially placed in its refueling outage on
August 9,1984 and the corrective measures will be completeo prior to restart
(not yet officially established).

F

&i%%-

LeonB.Engle,fr|h Manager
Operating React M Branch #3
Division of Licensing

Enclosures: .

As stated
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ENCLOSURE 1

. .

List of Attendees

for

Meeting With VEPC0

2".

August 3, 1984

MjectofMeeting: Non-Quallffed Paint Inside Containment

N P '. VEPC0

v. Bt.1aroya J. M. Anderson
s. P. Chan R. M. Berryman
L. 8. Engle M. L. Bowling
J. S. ko J. O. Eastwood
D. Sells A. D. Fraley
F. Witt R. 8. Green

R. Hardwick

.

e

I

9 i
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e

.
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.
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ENCLOSURE 2

,

!

.

AGENDA

INTRODUCTION M. t. 80WLING
'

!

DISCUSSION OF C0ATINGS APPLIED R. M. BERRYMAN,

; s

DISCUSSION OF CORRECTIVE ACTION R. M. BERRYMAN
TO 8E TAKEN

.

e

'l

9

e

.
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.
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ATTENDEES

M. L. BOWLING

A. D. FRALEY

.

R. HARDWICK

R. M. 8ERRYMAN

R. B. GREEN
,

J. M. ANDERSON

J. O. EASTV000

.
-

,

b

9

0

.

,1

'|
d,
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POTENTIAL UNQUALIFIED COATING ,

CONTAlleitnr AIR C00 LING AMD PURGING SYSTEM ,

NORTH AMMA UNIT MO. 1

!

* Yentilation ring duct in the lower level of containment was coated in
December,1982 and January,1983 to mitigate corrosion.

* Protective Coating Surface Preparation Records indicate that the coatings
applied were:

(1) An alkyd primer, Mobil Chromax Red Primer, No.13-R-50

(2) A catalyzed polyamide epoxy finish, Dupont Corlar Dual
Build Epeny Enam1, No. 621 V K7K17 with Activatar
No. VG-Y-8339 .

e The Mobil Alkyd Primer is not nuclear qualified. The Dupont epoxy is
nuclear qualified but neither primer or topcoat is approved for use over
galvanized surfaces. '

e Approximately 8,140 ft.2 of ductwork and supports have been coated.
Average dry film thickness of the coating is approximately S-6 mils.

.

e

.

,

.

e

i

i

Ii

:

I

EXHIBIT (3)
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CORRECTIVE ACTION |
UNIT NO. I

e It is necessary that protective coatings within Containment remain intact
follcwing a postulated LOCA.

e UFSAR states that coatings applied after initial Construction must meet the-

technical performance requirements for simulated 08A testing set forth in
ANSI N101.2-72.

* Since the coating system utilized has not been nuclear qualified, correc-
tive action will be taken,

e The corrective action will be to install 4. stainless steel wire mesh screen
over the coated surfaces of the ductwork and supports in Unit No.1
Containment to retain any coating material which could potentially cause
blockage of the sump screens.

,

'
.

.

|

.

,

..

!

..

.

I
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DESCRIPTION OF PROTECTIVE COVERING SYSTEM
UNIT NO. 1

* A stainless steel wire mesh screen will be installed over all surfaces of
the coated ductwork and supports.

* Screen to be installed will be 8 X 8 mesh per linear inch fabricated from
Type 304 stainless steel. The width of the opening is 0.097 inch.

* The maximum width of the opening is smaller than the ' opening in the fine
mesh sump screen (0.120 inch).

* Sheet metal ribs will be installed around the ductwork and the wire mesh
screen will be riveted to the metal ribs. -

* A seism'ic analysis will be performed to ensure that the ductwork and
supports will meet design criteria with the increased weight.

,

.

e

i

'

,

.

.

D

!-

,

|
C
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SAFETY EVALUATION _
UNIT NU. I

e Assuming that the unqualified coating releases from the substrate following
a postulated LOCA, it is unlikely that paint would pass through the wire
mesh surrounding the ductwork.

* Any paint particles that might pass through the protective screen would be
of a size that would pass through the sump screens.

* A large portion of the ductwork is not in the vicinity of the containment
sump and water on the floor in these areas flows to the sump at a low
velocity following the postulated LOCA. .

.

.

Paint particles which may escape the wire mesh screen that do not settle*

out or become entrapped elsewhere will pass through the fine mesh screens
on the pump suction and be circulated through the system.

Therefore, there will be no impact on the operation of safety related*

equipment required to mitigate the consequences of the accident.

.

,
.

,

9

D.

,

,.

I
e
!

O.
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UNQUALIFIED C0ATING TEST PROCEDURE
UNIT NO. 1

.

* Test programs were initiated to evaluate the perfomance of the applied
coating under DBA conditions and to verify the coating material used.

* Test coupons were selected from representative samples of the ductwork and
sent to ORNL for DBA testing. The test procedure to be used will be as
specified in Appendix 30 of the UFSAR.

e Chemical analyses will be performed by XTA-Tator to verify the generic
type of coatings applied to the ductwork.

-
.

* %
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,

D
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PROTECTIVE COATING APPLIED TO.

CONTA! 6 SYSTEM
NURIM ANNA UNIT NO. Z |

.

-

I

e Ventilation duct in lower level of Unit No. 2 containment was coated in
April and May,1983.

t

Protective Coating Surface Preparation Records indicate that the followinge,

'

coatings were applied over the galvanized substrate:

(1) Primer: Keeler and Long White Epoxy Primer 6548

(2) Finish: Keeler and Long White Epoxy Finish 6548

Coating system applied is nuclear qualified over carbon steel surfaces.e

Test coupons have been prepared and sent to ORNL for DBA testing.e

'
.

.

|

3.

'

:
|

i

i

l

|
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MEETING SUfetARY DISTRIBUTION-

Licensee: Virginia Electric and Power Company (VEPCO)

* Copies also sent to those people on service (cc) list for subject plant (s).

Docket File
NRC POR

.t. POR
0R8#3 Rdg.
OR8#3 Sumary File
JRMiller
PMKreutzer
Project Manager
OELD
ELJordan
JMTaylor
ACRS-10
NRC Participants
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! RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH FLOYD RAY ASKEW ON
| OCTOBER 10, 1984 AS PREPARED BY INVESTIGATOR

) ROBERT H. BURCH

i
'

f
r
! On October 10, 1984, Floyd Ray ASKEW was interviewed at his residence by
| NRC Investigator Robert H. Burch.- ASKEW advised that hg.. resides at
| Hc

! said he'is currently self emplo'yed as a painter and advised he previously
I worked as a painter with Fruin-Colnon-(FC) at the North Anna Power Station
| (NAPS) from approximately June 1982 to March 1983 and again from hne to

December 1983.

ASKEW said that he was assigned to the " sand house" during his employment
with FC where he mixed, batched and labelled coating materials in accor-
dance with the requirements of North Anna Specification 1016 (NAS-1016).
He said he was supervised during this period of time by NAPS employee
Robert BAULER and FC employee Marvin LANG. ASKEW advised that he was
directly involved with the mixing, batching and/or labelling process for
the coating materials used on the ventilation ring ductwork coating project
during December 1982 and January 1983. He said that his supervisor i

Robert BAULER told him to send Debevoise Dereka No. 505 Red Primer from the
" sand house" to Unit I cor.tainment as the primer or first coating for the
ventilation ring duckwork and to use Dupont White Epoxy as the top or
finish coating. ASKEW advised that he has not seen the Quality Control
(OC) records associated with this project but he emphasized that, at the
direction of BAULER, Dereka No. 505 and not Mobil Chromox 13-R-50 was used

j as the primer. ASKEW further advised that BAULER instructed him to " send
- all primer paint to the Unit I containment building" for the ventilation j

ring ductwork coating project in unmarked buckets, apparently so no one
j would know what type of paint was being used. He said that this practice

violated the NAPS coating procedures regarding container labelling,i

I
'

however, since BAULER was the superv.isor he did not dispute his;

instructions. ASKEW also advised that from his experience as a painter he
! was aware that Dereka No. 505 and Dupont Corlar Epoxy were not compatible

i
_ but said he did not voice this concern to BAULER. ASKEW said he also knew

from experience that galvanized steel should not be. coated but again stated
he did not express any objections regarding this matter to BAULER. He

. advised that the NAPS coating procedures require QC inspectors to verify
j the mixing, batching and labelling process, however, at no time while
; preparing coating materials for the Unit I ventilation ring ductwork did

any QC inspector perform these required tasks. ASKEW advised that the
'

4

: Unit 2 ventilation ring ductwork was coated during the period in mid 1983
when he was not employed by FC at the NAPS. He stated that he did not
participate in the Unit 2 project since he was not employed at the site.

| At the conclusion of the interview ASKEW provided the investigator with the!

manufacturers label from a can of Dereka No. 505 coating material which,

| EXHIBIT (4) %
i Paza /d @ Pages

!
J ;

.



. . _ . . - . -. _. . - _ - _ -

according to ASKEW, is identical to the labels which were affixed to the
containers of the primer coating used on the Unit I ventilation ring
ductwork.

This-Results of Interview was prepared by Investigator Robert,H. Burch on
October 10, 1984;

Robert H. Burch, Investigator

!
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STATEMENT -

? >

PLACE: North Anna Fower Station

DATE/ TIME: 9-26-84/10:45

.

j, George Henry Hunley , do hereby make the forTowing voluntary
~

Robert H. Burchstatement to who has identified himself to me as

an Investigator with the United States Nuclear Regulatory Comission. I do hereby

make this voluntary statement without any threats having been made against me or

any promises extended to me. I reside at ,

I have worked at the aortn Anna Power ;

Stat 10n (i;AFS),If.ineral, Virginia since 1974. I worked with Stone and
.

'.lebster fron 1974 to 1979 during construction and I work.d with ,

(FC)
VsPC0 from 5/80 to 6/81 and with Fruin-Colnon/from 6/81 tc 5/83 when
I was laid off. I came back to FC in 6/84, where I am prassntly em-

ployed. I have always worked as a painter at aAFS, at most of the

buildings on the site. I work out of the Painters Local 1018 in Rich-

,
mond, VA. and my business agent convinced me to return tv FC in 6/54.

I had experienced some very undesirable situations with Robert BAvLc'R

when I was previously working for FC but I found that BAUuca had been

;
terminated during the time I had been on layoff. BAUtia wa; a very

strange person and he insisted that everything be done his way. To
,

get h-ir way, he threatened painters with layoffs and since he controlled -

th FC painters we all did as he woald say.
6M

;

k
'

!
iIn about 12/6e I was '
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assigned to a crew of FC painters to coat the ventilation ductwork

in the unit one containment building (801) . BAULdd made tne work i

l

assignments and supervised this project. He told us ther: was a big I

enM f
rush to get the job done and he pushed us constantlMto complete this

job. I did not select the paint material to be used on this project

but when I learned the type of primer to be used I explaln.d to ,

BAULER that it was not compatible with the top coat that nad been
RCl

selected. To my recollection, the primer used on this/ project was ;

a Devoise 505 Dark Red dnamel and the top coat was a Dupcnt Corlar

white epoxy. BAULEd told me that the two coating materials were
,

| compatible because he had checked with the manufacturer and had been
( dMy

assurad that the two were compatible. I did duur question him as to

# k nt! ##h $N |t
whether the coati,np materialemedepgapproved for a containment environ- i

7
4

G$$ Ond N led M cm ownv{nedue fad il s.Mf. ,

ment 4 I knew that the surface to be coated was galvanized steel and j
9

was aware that the horth Anna dpecification 1016 (nAd 1016) on coat-

ing in containment did not recommend coating a 6alvanized surface but I

G){M %/er. /4 MJ obeacy at.en of fNs. d
I did not mention this to A42pmMb I was assigned mainly to the inner 9

6nN '

ring ductwork in RCl and participated in the entire prc: ass from sur-

face preparation to top or finish contin;. In my opinion tn_ surface

preparation c.as very carelessly and hurriedly conducted. At first we

scraped, sanded and washed the top, outer side and bottom of the vent

ductwork but this proved to be a slow, time cor.suming precess so the
order was given by BAbuen to just wipe down these surfa0:s with a
GMM '

@ cloth dampened with thinner. l'here was only a mininum cf sandin;
and scrapin and tnere :a: no rindin_ . tith a e inder as stated inr

. c

eu ,

the Frotective Coatini irface Petp?. ration decords for t..e primer '

coat. de nostly wiped dust from the surfaces of the ventilation duct-
GA

work and scraped off any crystalline deposite f boric acid corrosion

that had accumulated in various places. There was some light sanding

EXHIBfr(6) f 2 of IPrge 'l- a Pages age
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of these spots bu t nothing of the magnitude that is represented 'by
SM/

the Protective Coating records. Mr. Burch has asked AIF me to review

these records fo he primer coating and top coating in RCl and point
/ opp

out any discrepancies in these records that I may so note. Ir eviewing
I

infor-
these records it appears tha't BAU M a has written most of th-6 M A W 5r &
mation 6n the forms. I also note the signatures of M SIW,QC..

, '

Inspectors Bill Harris or Bill Burns on these five records. This in-
dicates to me that both BAUdn and the inspectors have approved of all

the information on the records, that it is true and correct, and that j

the work of coating the ventilation ductwork in RCl was accomplised in (
i
!the :r. ann;r represented by the form. The first discrepancy I note in

all of these forms is SP f/ 10 surface preparation, obtained by grincer.
<

According to hAS 1016 an SPv10 surface can be obtained only by near

practice prohibited in containment. Also, if |
'

chite sandblasting, a

galvanized steel was blasted, it would disfigure and possibly destroy |
dNP

the mat: rial. de were workin6 in respirators during this projectW and

grinding or blasting as indicated would have created serious contam-
6 TIM dm '

inntion problems. An SP, W surface was not achieved and cnly a slight
with sandpaper

amount of grinding /was done. I also note that the profil: number of

1.0 or 1 5 is in error as this profil annot be achieved with sanding.

GM / .

piso note that the sandpaper texture on the primer Protactive Coating
records states a medium paper was used. .:edlun paper is in the range of

4

100-120 grade and I recall that we used 40, 60 and 80 grade paper.
GJM Pr.ner oe'is conf .,

The, records also state that for final cleaning,,, dusting and vacuuming was
-

perfarned and as I recall these procedures were never done. I also '

'
GJA fries,

no:e that theep, records state a dobil Chro-.ax primer dec 13-R-50 was -

'

used and this is not correct. As I stated above a 505 dark red primer
eMM su

was used. itay Askew, an FC painter who works with me told % he would

swear under oath that the primer used was 505 because ha nixed this
G/M f

material at the sand house and sent i ppy to dCl in unmarked con-

"VH' BIT (6) S
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,

. tainers. He said BAULdd told him to do this. With re6ard to the Mobil
Chromax pri:r.er reflected on the l'rotective Coating recorcs, I have not

seen any of this type primer at bAF.s since they built the plant. !

As stated above, the signatures of Bauler and harris or burns on these i

forms it.dicates they have approved the records for accuracy and
I

completeness of information, contained therein, as well as certifying !

fthat the work was done as indicated. This is not the casa since I

fknow there are deficiencies in these records anr. that son 2 of the
&

information is not correct. To me this represents a falsification of
|

records and in my opinion Sauler and Harris or Burns did ti.is knowing (
that the information was not correct. As I st ted above I was involved
mostly on tne inner ringe as Sauler assigned his friends c:. the outer

eMM
ring and away from the hich rad areas. Durirs the time .ccrked on .C1,

vethtinductuork.Ineversawany4C1..spectorsint'..isarea.In
my opinicn, the surface prep and 40 records were prepar.d by 3auler

:

in the paint shop and were signed there by him, ha.ris a:.c Surns. ,

While applying the priner and top coats i never observ.d a QC inspector t

with gaugas neasuring Dry and . vet Film thicknesses even t..-u h bothc

the primr and top coat records show that Dry film ~easure ..nts were

taken. The 4C inspectors are supposed to inspect at vari s hold 7

pointsinths,a|MGMM C procedure, however, while coating aCl cu tuerk I do ;

not recall inspectors performing this function. I do not know why

inspections were not nade but I suspect that they got tec.ther with {
Bauler and took his word that the work was done.

' y _.
- '

;

:~ y

_./ - |sy . ,
_

'' y / ~ _,
'N
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The paintsrs ware always rushed to completo coatin.; the v r.t duc tworkr

in hcl by Bauler. I did not participate in the coating of RC2 ductwork

but I understand there were also problens associated with that project.

In my opinion, VEPCO relied too much on Bauler regarding paintin6

matters. His supervisors di.tson nobles and Johnny Jones w.re not
6nn 4,u,q;!t

Cpp sof coating procedures and they deledated all of this

At Bauler. Bauler, in my opinion was not suited
on .

to supervise. In my opinion, VrFCu has tried to blame t.a painters for

SMH Q4
the, prob 1;r.s associated with dCl and 2 vent ductworks but we only

followed the orders of Bauler.

:

1

1

l

.

.

eV
I have read the foregoing statement consisting of [ N .ir'tt:n/ typed

pages. I have made and initialed any necessary corrections. I swear that the

foregoing statement is true and correct. Signed on f/24/fY at 2 O Tf.M-

SIGNATURE: M /N
NAME # g' #

'

Subscribed and sworn to before me this day of

YmNr MS, fineral $re?Wa1984 at .

INVESTIGATOR:
_ _

f'NAME /

'

WITNESS:
NAME/ TITLE
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RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH MARVIN NASH LANG
ON SEPTEMBER 12, 1984 AS PREPARED BY

INVESTIGATOR ROBERT H. BURCH

LANG was interviewed at the office of the Senior Resident Inspector,
Virginia Electric and Power Company (VEPCO), North Anna Power Station
(NAPS), Mineral, Virginia on September 12, 1984. He advised he has worked
at NAPS since July 1976; first as an employee with Stone and Webster until
July 1981 and currently as a General Foreman with Fruin-Colnon, Inc. (FC).
He said he supervises the daily activities of the contract painters
supplied by FC, a personnel service company at the NAPS site.

LANG advised that the FC paint work is assigned, directed and managed by a
VEPCO Construction Department Supervisor. He identified the VEPC0
supervisor of painters in 1982 and 1983 as Robert BAULER, who has been
terminated from the company for approximately nine months. LANG described
BAULER as an overbearing individual who had a "know it all" attitude. He
said BAULER was antagonistic towards the contract painters and he
frequently harassed and intimidated them by threatening to terminate their
employment. LANG recalled that about November 1982 he first discussed
coating the Air Cooling and Purging System (ACPS) ventilation ductwork in
the NAPS Unit 1 Reactor Containment Building (RC1). He said that on this
occasion Joe HARPER, VEPCO Construction Superintendent asked him,
Ron STILES, Construction Coordinator and Jim RUSSELL, Construction Super-
visor to review boric acid damage to the ACPS ventilation ductwork in the
RC1 building. He said HARPER instructed them to review the damaged
ductwork and make a recommendation to either (1) coat the ductwork or
(2) replace the ductwork. LANG advised RUSSELL expressed the opinion that
the ductwork could be coated. He said he concurred with RUSSELL's opinion
so STILES informed HARPER of this recommendation. LANG said the
Maintenance Report (MR) had been prepared and submitted on June 3, 1982 by
STILES. He said the Request for Work was not prepared and signed by the
VEPCO Maintenance . Department until December 13, 1982, a delay of approxi-
mately six months. LANG stated that although he was not privileged to
VEPC0 conversations regarding the reason for the delay he assumed it was
related to having a convenient plant outage to complete the coating
project. LANG reviewed both the MR and Request for Work pertaining to RC1.
He noted that the Request for Work form contained a block entitled "QA
Approval" which was marked "no." LANG advised he did not know who checked
this block in the manner indicated and stated that there should have been
"0A Approval" for this project. He noted that the MR form contained a ,block entitled " Safety Related" which was also marked "no." LANG advised cthat he did not know who had completed this section of the MR and said he
was not Qualified to make this type of decision.

LANG advised that he and VEPC0 Supervisor Robert BAULER experienced
personality and philosophical differences prior to the beginning of the
ventilation ductwork coating project in RC1. He said for this reason he
was excluded by BAULER from the paint crews working in the RC1 building t

during surface preparation and primer coating of the ductwork. He stated [he participated in the topcoat application in the RC1 building. LANG said N
he knew that the ventilation ductwork was constructed of galvanized steel 3
and assumed that the VEPC0 construction and engineering personnel had i

j u
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conducted the necessary engineering and safety reviews and had authorized
use of the selected coating materials over a galvanized surface. He said
he was not familiar with the contents of North Anna Specification (NAS)
1016 at the time the ventilation ductwork was coated in the Unit 1 and 2
containments. He said the painters relied upon VEPC0 supervisors in the
construction and engineering departments to direct all coating activities,
including surface preparation and the selection of materials, in accordance
with NAFS coating procedures. He said he did not realize at the time
coatings were' applied that neither the NAPS engineering nor the construc-
tion departments had conducted an evaluation of this activity and that the
painters followed the directions and instructions of NAPS Construction
Department Supervisor BAULER. LANG said that VEPC0 appeared to blame the
painters for using improper coating in Unit I and for coating galvanized
surfaces in Units 1 and 2. He said VEPC0 is currently writing new coating
procedures and specifications which will be more compatible with an
operating plant and the painters who were dismissed in mid 1984 are being
reinstated when they requalify in accordance with the revised procedures.
LANG said the new procedures are designed to more closely control coating
activities in a containment environment. He opined that the reasons
non-nuclear qualified coatings were painted onto a galvanized surface are
failure by engineering and construction departments to perform a review and
evaluation of the project; failure by the Quality Assurance Department to
properly perform their duties and failure of all departments to coordinate
their responsibilities regarding this project. LANG advised that he is not
aware of any willful or deliberate attempt to violate procedures and said
he does not personally know of any false QC records associated with the
ventilation ring ductwork coatings in Units 1 and 2. LANG did state that
some of the Protective Coating Surface Preparation Records for the ductwork
in Unit I contain the notation "SP#10" in the " Surface to Be Obtained"
block and the notation " grinder" in the " Method of Surface Prep" block.
LANG explained that according to the NAS-1016 coating procedure, a SP#10
surface can only be achieved by near white sand blasting, a practice
prohibited in a containment environment. He said a grinder was not used to
prepare the entire ventilation ductwork surface although it could have been
used to remove boric acid corrosion build up from the affected areas. LANG
advised that the entire surface of the ventilation ductwork was not
prepared in the manner indicated by the Protective Coating Surface Prepara-

. tion Records. He said painters George HUNLEY, Ray ASKEW and Mssibly
others who participated in the ductwork surface preparation in Unit I
containment could coment regarding this aspect of the coating process.

LANG advised that he was extensively involved with the coating activities ,

regarding the Unit 2 containment ventilation ductwork. He said he tele- -

phonically contacted a Mr. CANFIELD, salesman for Keeler and Long, Inc.
(K8L), manufacturer of the coatings used on the ductwork in Unit 2 contain-
ment to determine if they (coatings) were compatible with a galvanized '

steel surface. He said CANFIELD informed him that both the primer and
finish coats were nuclear qualified and compatible with this type of
surface, providing the surface is' properly prepared. LANG concluded that
he did not question the application of the K8L coatings with any VEPC0
officials after learning from CANFIELD that the coatings being used were i

compatible with a galvanized surface when properly prepared. (

,
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This Results of Interview with Marvin Nash LANG was preparedL by
Investigator Robert H. Burch on September 13 and 14, 1984.

2-
Robert H. Burch, Investigator

i
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RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH WILSON CAREY NOBLES ON
OCTOBER 18, 1984 AS PREPARED BY INVESTIGATOR

ROBERT H. BURCH

On October 18, 1984 Wilson Carey NOBLES, Senior Staff Engineer, Virginia
Electric and Power Company (VEPCO), Bath County Pumped Stora5e Facility,
Warm Springs, VA 24484, Telephone Number . .. , was interviewed in
his office by NRC Investigator Robert H. Burch. N0BLES advised he has been
employed by VEPCO since June 1969 and said he was assigned to the North
Anna Power Station (NAPS) as an Engineer in the Construction Department
from October 1980 to May 1983.

NOBLES stated that one of his responsibilities at NAPS during the period
from July 1981 to December 1982 was the procurement of contract craft
personnel utilized at NAPS. He advised that the craft labor contract was
administered by Fruin-Colnen, Inc. (FC), a personnel service company
commonly referred to as a " body" shop. He said that in about 1981 VEPC0
cancelled planned construction on additional generating units at NAPS and
some of the limited term and full time VEPC0 employees involved with work
on the cancelled units were transferred to the two operating units. He
stated that one of the individuals so transferred and converted to a full
time VEPCO employee was Robert N. BAULER, a former FC union painter and
limited term VEPCO employee. NOBLES stated that because of BAULER's
experience in the coatings discipline he was assigned as the NAPS
Construction Department Coating Supervisor, a first level supervisor, in
charge of all safety and non-safety related coating projects. NOBLES
advised that BAULER was responsible for selecting and purchasing the
correct coatings for particular specified projects, maintaining receipt,
accountability and traceability records, preparing and maintaining coating
Quality Control (QC) records in coordination with inspectors and interfac-
ing with the NAPS site Quality Assurance department on all matters -

concerning the quality control process involved in coatir.g activities.
NOBLFS advised that he supervised BAULER but acknowledged that day to day
dech. ions concerning coating projects were delegated to BAULER with minimal
interference.

*

NOBLES stated that he recalled the coating project associated with the
Unit 1 Air Cooling and Purging System (ventilation ring ductwork) during
December 1982 and January 1983. He stated that the NAPS Operations Depart-
ment had previously reported, as a result of a walkdown inspection,
advanced boric acid corrosion on certain portions of the inner ventilation
ring ductwork and they had referred this problem to the NAPS Station '

Maintenance Department for resolution. He stated that he, Johnny JONES,
then the Construction Department Superintendent and BAULER discussed
coating the ventilation ring ductwork as a " temporary fix" until such time
as the affected portions of the ductwork could be permanently replaced.

,

NOBLES advised that at the time of this discussion, possibly in November '

1982, he, JONES and BAULER were aware that the ventilation ring ductwork ;
was constructed of galvanized steel. He said he was also aware, from past '

personal experiences, that galvanized steel should not be coated. NOBLES
advised that he was not aware that coating the galvanized steel ventilation j

'

ring ductwork violated NAPS Procedure NAS 1016, which governs coating in a j
containment environment, nor was he aware of the safety implications of

l

i
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paint peeling from the ductwork during a Design Basis Accident (DBA).
NOBLES said he mentioned to JONES the fact that paint did not adhere well
to galvanized steel, however this was not mentioned to him from an

i objectionable, dissenting viewpoint but rather as a matter of general
conversation. He said the final decision to coat the ventilation ring
ductwork was made by the NAPS Maintenance Department. He said that to the
best of his knowledge, J0NES infomed NAPS Maintenance management officials1

that it was unacceptable to coat galvanized steel with any type of coating.
He said that JONES apparently was not aware of any safety implications -
concerning the coating of the ventilation ring ductwork in Unit I since he,

(JONES) had the ultimate responsibility of accounting for the work
,

performed on this system. He described JONES as an extremely safety
conscious individual and said he would not have allowed the ventilation

i ring ductwork to be coated, knowing it to be safety related without an
engineering evaluation. NOBLES was unable to explain why no safety
evaluation was performed regarding this coating activity.

NOBLES stated that inasmuch as BAULER was the Construction Department
Coating Supervisor he was responsible for selecting the proper coating
materials for all projects. He said BAULER selected the materials, both,

j prime.r and topcoating, that was used to coat the Unit I ventilation ring
; ductwerk in December 1982 and January 1983. NOBLES advised that BAULER was

supposed to have contacted the manufacturer of the coating material>

selected to ensure that it was nuclear qualified for use in a containment

! environment. He said he did not know which coating materials had been
; selected by BAULER or if he had in fact contacted the manufacturer
j regarding their qualification for use in a containment environment.

! NOBLES denied that undue pressure had been exerted upon members of the
} paint craft to complete the coating project during the Unit 1 plant outage

in late 1982 and early 1983. He said the only pressure applied by super-!

vision was the constant and frequent reminder to all craft personnel that
;- all work, including painting, should be completed during the scheduled

~

outage so the plant could begin operating as planned. He said he did not
consider his actions in this respect to be other than the nomal super-
visory encouragement which is present in all outage situations. He

j explained that all work must be accomplished within a particular window of
i time and that this concept requires constant and close monitoring of craft
I activities to ensure that all schedules are completed. NOBLES stated he is
! unaware of any VEPC0 construction manager conducting himself in any manner
! other than he has described. He stated that the painters were basically an
. unhappy and malcontent group and they were beset with internal management
j problems and complained of supervisory discrimination. NOBLES stated he ',

began to recognize that BAULER was not using sound management practices1 i

about December 1982. He said he began to receive complaints about the l1

manner in which BAULER managed and supervised the painters and stated he 4

; also learned that BAULER was " making deals" with the union hall steward to
'

; retain his (BAULER's) relatives on the job at the NAPS, in favor of other
| painters. NOBLES said this represented a conflict of interest since in
' effect a VEPC0 supervisor was orchestrating and influencing the employment

practices of the painters union and the contract service company. He

stated that as a result of these and other similar activities BAULER fell
into " general disfavor" with other NAPS construction department i

; supervisors. NOBLES explained that BAULER subsequently suffered a

EXHl817. 9
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disabling back injury at NAPS which required medical attention and lost
days from work. He stated unequivocally that he has never forced or
coerced BAULER into working while he had a back injury to prevent NAPS from
having " lost days" due to accidents by VEPC0 employees.

NOBLES explained that the Protective Coating Surface Preparation Records,
the QC documents for the Unit I ventilation ring ductwork, were also the
responsibility of Coating Supervisor BAULER. He said BAULER always
prepared these records even though the QC inspectors were. supposed to
personally verify all data entered on these forms by BAULER. He stated he
is not personally aware of the manner in which the QC inspectors verified
BAULER's data on the forms, however, in his opinion their (QC inspectors)
signature on the form certifies they had accurately and personally verified
all data thereon.

NOBLES advised that in his opinion, no one at NAPS realized or was aware
that coating procedures were being violated when the Unit i ventilation
ring ductwork was coated. He explained that since BAULER was delegated
responsibilities to ensure that procedures were followed and the proper
coating material were utilized, none of the management officials in the
Maintenance, Construction, Engineering or Operations Departments became
involved with this activity. NOBLES further stated that he is not aware
that BAULER and the QC inspectors collaborated to falsifying the QC records
associated with the Unit i ventilation ring ductwork coating project. He,

'

said he always assumed that the QC department had performed independent
inspections and/or verifications rather than merely accepting the data
provided by BAULER. N0BLES reiterated that the signature of the QC
inspector on the Protective Coating Surface Preparation Records indicates
that the inspector has in fact independently verified the data reflected on
the form. N0BLES advised that he was unable to coment regarding the
contents of the QC records associated with the Unit 1 ventilation ring
ductwork coating project since BAULER was responsible for completing these
documents as a part of the total project.

NOBLES repeated that when he directed BAULER to supervise and coordinate
the Unit i ventilation ring ductwork coating project, he (NOBLES) never
considered that the paint could peel from the galvanized steel surfaces in
a DBA or loss of Coolant Accident and subsequently clog the filters and
screens in the containment sump pumps. He stated he now recognizes the
safety significance involved but did not at the time the work was accom-
plished. NOBLES reiterated that he is unaware of any NAPS management
officials who deliberately violated plant coating or safety procedures when

'
;

the coating activities were performed on the Unit I ductwork. He also
stated he is unaware that any of these officials knew the coating materials
selected for this project were not nuclear qualified.

NOBLES emphatically denied any intentions or knowledge of wrong doing
regarding the Unit 1 ventilation' ring ductwork coating project. He
reiterated that this project should have been initiated under a Design
Change Package which would have required an engineering evaluation. He
again stated he did not know why this was not done but said this was not
his responsibility. He said if he had recognized safety implications
regarding this project he would have taken appropriate measures to have a
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safety evaluation completed. NOBLES said he did not participate in the
planning or performance of coating activities regarding the Unit 2'

.

ventilation ring ductwork in April 1983.

{.
This - Results .of Interview with Wilson Carey N0BLES was prepared by
Investigator Robert H. Burch on October 22, 1984.

5 f/
Robert H. Burch, Investigator

,
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RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH JOHN MICHAEL JONES, SR.
ON DECEMBER 8, 1984 AS PREPARED BY INVESTIGATOR

ROBERT H. BURCH

On December 8,1984, John Michael JONES, Sr., Project Manager, Power
Cutting Incorporated, Lake Bluff, IL, wa~s interviewed at his residence by
NRC Investigator Robert H. Burch. JONES advised he resides at

He said he was employed by Virginia Electric
and Power Ccmpany (VEPCO) at the North Anna Power Station (NAPS), Mineral,
VA from March 1977 to March 1984. He said he served as the Construction
Superintendent from November 1980 to May 1983.

-

JONES stated he recalled the ventilation ring ductwork coating projects in
Units 1 and 2 during December 1982 and April 1983, respectively. He said
that the Unit 1 project was planned during the fall of 1982. JONES
explained that the NAPS Maintenance Department, acting upon a request from
the Operations Department, sought advice regarding boric acid corrosion on
the top surfaces of the ventilation ring ductwork in Unit 1. He said a
Maintenance Request (MR) was initiated by the Maintenance Department to
mitigate the corrosion problem. JONES advised that he did not know why an'

MR rather than a Design Change Package (DCP), was used to initiate these* projects. He stated that a DCP initiated project requires the engineering
department to evaluate and analyze the request for safety implications.
JONES advised that, to his knowledge, all coating requests at NAPS had been
previously initiated by an MR rather than a DCP and possibly through
" habit" the ventilation ring ductwork coating projects were initiated by
the Maintenance Department under MR's rather than a DCP's. He advised that
he vaguely recalled some corporate engineering involvement in these project
coating but could not recall specifics of this involvement or the identity
of the engineer. JONES continued that Robert BAULER, the Construction
Department Coatings Supervisor was delegated the responsibility to inter',

face with NAPS Maintenance Department officials regarding this p*oject and
to coordinate and supervise the completion of the jobs within the time
frame allotted.

- JONES stated he held preliminary discussions with BAULER regarding the
ventilation ring ductwork coating projects. He said he discussed the
selection of the primer coating with BAULER to ensure that the material
selected would adhere to the surface of the galvanized ventilation ring
ductwork. He advised that initially it was decided to coat only the
portions of the ventilation ring ductwork that was actually affected by the
boric acid corrosion. He said there were two areas of the Unit I system

,

which were severely deteriorated and these areas were coated first. He
said as the painters moved over the surface of the ventilation ring
ductwork, they found other areas of deterioration. He advised that the
Maintenance Department, upon being notified of these additional areas of
deterioration, decided to coat the entire ventilation ring ductwork. JONES
reiterated that he delegated the' responsibility for accomplishing this
project to BAULER, which included the actual selection of materials,
surface preparation and the utilization and supervision of craft painters.
He advised that he did not recall the identity of the primer or top
coatings and he did not observe the actual accomplishment of this project
by the painters. He said BAULER kept him apprised regarding the progress
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of the work. JONES advised that, in his opinion. BAULER was knowledgeable
of coating procedure NAS-1016 and was instructed by him to accomplish the
work in accordance with the requirements of this procedure. He stated he
did not interfere with BAULER during the time he was involved with the
Unit I ventilation ring ductwork coating project.

JONES advised that he did not learn of problems associated with these
coating projects until approximately July or August 1984 when a friend
contacted him. He said he did not know that non-nuclear qualified coating
materials were utilized on this project and nor was he aware that the
Protective Coating Surface Preparation Records (PCSPR's) contained
inaccurate and discrepant information. He said the PCSPR is a Construction
Department document and is completed by the supervisor of the project.
JONES reviewed the PCSPR's associated with the ventilation ring ductwork
coating projects in Units 1 and 2 Containment and advised that the writing
style appears to be that of BAULER. He said NAPS Quality Control (QC)
Inspectors are supposed to independently verify the data entered on the
PCSPR by BAULER and attest to its accuracy by signing and dating the fonn.
JONES emphasized that he relied heavily upon BAULER regarding the ventila-
tion ring ductwork coating project in Unit 1 and at the time he (BAULER)
appeared to do a good job. JONES advised that he was not involved in the
Unit 2 ventilation ring ductwork coating project inasmuch as he was not the
Construction Superintendent when this project was accomplished.

JONES concluded unequivocally that he was not aware of any procedural
violations regarding the Unit 1 project until July or August 1984. He
categorically denied that he directed or instructed BAULER or anyone else
to violate coating procedures or to place incorrect and discrepant
information on the PCSPR's associated with this project. He further stated
that he knows of no VEPC0/ NAPS employee who intentionally violated the
coating procedures or placed false information in the QC records.

This Results of Interview was prepared by NRC Investigator Robert H. Burch
on December 10, 1984 and on January 11, 1985.

Y/h A-
Robert H. Burch, Investigator
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RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH ALBERT DEMORE FRALEY ON
'

'

OCTOBER 10, 1984 AS PREPARED BY INVESTIGATOR
ROBERT H. BURCH

On October 10, 1984 Albert DeMore FRALEY was interviewed at the North Anna
| Power Station (NAPS) site by NRC Investigator Robert H. Burch. He advised
| he resides at

HesaidhehasbeenemployedbyVirginiaEie'ciricandPower
Company (VEPCO) at the NAPS for approximately 21/2 years and has served as

| the Project Manager (Construction) since December 1982.
I .

FRALEY advised that the Construction Department performs all of the
maintenance tasks for NAPS, including Engineering work requests which are
initiated by Design Change Package (DCP) and Construction work requests

| which are initiated by Maintenance Reports (MR). He said DCP initiatedj work pertains to safety related items and requires an engineering
evaluation, whereas MR initiated work is non-safety related and does not>

require an engineering evaluation.

FRALEY advised that the NAPS Unit I ventilation ring ductwork coating
project was initiated by a MR and funding was approved for the work about
June 1982. He said the actual work did not begin until about December 1982
to coincide with a scheduled outage of the unit. FRALEY recalled prelimi-
nary discussions in the fall of 1982 regarding coating of the ventilation
ring ductwork with various NAPS personnel in the operations and maintenance
departments and with his staff members John JONES. Wilson NOBLES and
Robert BAULER. He advised that the reason for coating the ventilation ring
ductwork was to mitigate corrosion caused from boric acid leaking onto the
top surfaces. FRALEY advised that NAPS management, through initiation of a
MR and approval of funding, directed the construction Department to
evaluate and alleviate the problem by coating or painting the affected
surfaces. FRALEY opined that since the coating of the ventilation ringi

ductwork was cosmetic in nature and due to the relative inexperience and'
lack of knowledge regarding the coatings process, this project was viewed
by NAPS management as a non-safety related activity.

,FRALEY advised he delegated to JONES, the responsibility of implementing
-

the Unit I coating project. He said JONES placed BAULER in charge of the! actual work process, including the selection of coating materials, surface'

preparation activities and utilization of the contract painters provided by
labor contractor Fruin-Colnon (FC). He said BAULER was directed to
implement this work process in accordance with North Anna Specification
(NAS) 1016 requirements.

FRALEY said he was satisfied that both JONES and
BAULER were knowledgeable of the contents of NAS-1016 and that they were

i aware of the significance of this procedure as it relates to the coatings,

He said that he was not personally involved in the actual perfor-process.
I mance of the Unit i ventilation ring ductwork coating project and was'

unaware of any problems associated with this matter until the NRC notified
| VEPCO in July 1984.

FRALEY advised that upon learning from the NRC in July 1981 that a;
'

non-nuclear qualified coating material had been used to coat a galvantred
steel surface he reviewed the Protective Coating Surface Preparation
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Records (PCSPR) associated with both the Unit 1 and Unit 2 ventilation ring
i ductwork coating projects. He advised that the Unit 2 project was

initiated in the identical manner as Unit I and was completed about May|

1983. FRALEY advised that upon reviewing the PCSPR's for. Unit 1 in about
August 1984 he immediately recognized that there were inaccuracies and
incorrect data contained therein. He explained that the ciscrepancies he
noted on these records relate to such items as the manner in which the
surface was prepared; the actual primer coating used and other activities
associated with the coating process. He said the PCSPR's indicated the
surface of the ventilation ring ductwork was prepared by sandblasting, an
activity prohibited in a containment environment and that Mobil
Chromox 13-R-50 primer was used, an item not in the coating materials

| inventory for Units 1 and 2. FRALEY advised that he is currently in the
process of researching documentation relating to the Units 1 and 2
ventilation ring ductwork coating projects and that a fomal report will be
prepared for NAPS management regarding this effort.

FRALEY blamed BAULER for preparing and initiating false PCSPR's and stated
JONES should have noted these incorrect items of data during his review of
the documentation. FRALEY advised that the inaccuracies and discrepancies
contained in the PCSPR's indicate a total disregard for NAS-1016 require-
ments. He opined that BAULER, and perhaps JONES, were both aware that
NAS-1016 requirements were being violated when the coating projects in
Units 1 and 2 were being performed and that BAULER apparently ignored these
requirements for the sake of completing the job expeditiously. FRALEY
stated BAULER never consulted him regarding the coating materials used on
the ventilation ring ductwork in Units 1 and 2. He said BAULER was never
instructed by him to call Keeler and Long regarding materials used duringthese projects.

FRALEY stated that, in his opinion, there are several reasons why!

i non-nuclear qualified coating materials were used to paint the ventilation
ring ductwork in the Unit I containment building. He said that the failure
of NAPS management to initiate the work under a DCP precluded an evaluation
by the engineering department. He said that supervisory inexperience in
the coating discipline and the lack of a quality control inspector at NAPS
with coatings knowledge, qualifications and certification were alsoi

"

factors. FRALEY advised he was not personally knowledgeable that
procedures had been violated and that non-nuclear qualified coating
materials had been used until the incident was reported by the NRC in July
1984 He said, to his knowledge no other NAPS or Construction Department
management personnel besides BAULER, and possibly JONES, were aware of
procedural violations regarding the ventilation ring ductwork coating

j project in Units 1 and 2 containment building. FRALEY advised that BAULER; was subsequently dismissed from VEPC0 and a VEPC0
| corporate management decision was made not to interview him regarding his

involverent in and knowledge of the ventilation ring ductwork coating
. projects. FRALEY categorically and vehemently denied any VEPC0/ NAPSi

management collusion or conspiracy to violate coating procedures or to jfalsify quality control records regarsing the Units 1 and 2 ventilation
ring ductwork coating projects.
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| This Results of Interview was prepared by Investigator Robert H. Burch on
October 12, 1984.
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Robert H. Burch, Investigator '
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: RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH JOSEPH RALPH HARPER ON
} DECEMBER 6, 1984 AS PREPARED BY INVESTIGATOR
l ROBERT H. BURCH
|
:

i On December 6, 1984. Joseph Ralph HARPER was interviewed at the North Anna
Power Station (NAPS) site on December 6, 1984 by NRC Investigator Robert H.

'

Burch. He advised that he resides at '

' -- . . . He said he has been
employed by the Virginia Electric and Power Com/any (VEPCO) at the NAPS in
the maintenance program since June 1970 and he currently serves as the
Superintendent of Maintenance.

HARPER advised that about the fall of 1982 the NAPS Maintenance Department
was requested by the Operations Department to evaluate and repair boric
acid corrosion on the top surfaces of the ventilation ring ductwork in

| Unit I containment building. He stated he consulted with Construction
Department Supervisor Robert BAULER and contract paint supervisor
Marvin LANG, who suggested that the ductwork be painted to mitigate the
effects of the boric acid. HARPER stated he infonned BAULER that the
ductwork was constructed of galvanized steel, whereupon BAULER told him -

that he still recomended painting the affected surfaces. He said that
both BAULER and LANG were knowledgeable of North Anna Specifications (NAS)
1016 which governs all coating activities in a containment environment.
HARPER advised that the recommendation to coat the ventilation ring
ductwork in Unit I was first suggested by BAULER. He said he concurred
with the recommendation because he assumed that BAULER was the Construction! Department coating expert and was aware of all implications of NAS-1016.'
When asked why no safety evaluation was perfomed regarding the Unit 1
ventilation ring ductwork coating project he stated that, to his knowledge,i

J
a safety evaluation had never before been conducted on a coating project at,

the NAPS facility. He also stated that he was not cognizant of the safety
; implications regarding paint peeling when he concurred with BAULER's
i recommendation to coat the ventilation ring ductwork. HARPER advised that'

once the coating project was funded and approved by the maintenance depart-
I ment and referred to the construction department for implementation he was
I . not further involved in the process. He advised that BAULER was also the

responsible construction supervisor for the ventilation ring ductwork
coating project perfomed in the Unit 2 containment building. HARPER said
he was not involved in the unit 2 project, except to ap0 rove the work
request and funding and to prepare necessary documentation.

This Results of Interview was prepared by Investigator Robert H. Burch on
December 6 and 10, 1984.

Robert H.~Burch Investig or
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RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH ALFRED QUINTON PARKER
ON SEPTEMBER 13, 1984 AS PREPARED BY INVESTIGATOR

ROBERT H. BURCH

On September 13, 1984 Alfred Quinton PARKER, Construction Supervisor,'

Engineering Projects Group, at Virginia Electric and Power Company's
(VEPCO) North Anna Power Station (NAPS), was interviewed at the site by NRC
Investicator Robert H. Burch. PARKER advised he resides at

He said he has been employed by
.

VEPC0 at NAPS since April 1977.

PARKER said he is responsible for managing the capital budget on NAPS
capital projects and serves as the interface between Engineering and
Construction at the site. He said he recalled a conversation about the
sumer of 1982 with NAPS Construction Department officials Albert FRALEY,
Johnny JONES, Bob BAULER and then Station Manager Bob CARTWRIGHT regarding

| a ventilation ring ductwork corrosion problem in the Unit 1 Containment
,

Building. PARKER advised that during the discussion three alternatives
surfaces of the

were presented to mitigate boric acid corrosion on the top (1) replacing theventilation systems. He identified these alternatives as,
deteriorated surfaces of the ductwork, (2) regalvanizing these surfaces, or
(3) coating the entire ductwork. He said BAULER suggested the coating1

alternative which was subsequently concurred with by others present.
PARKER advised that the Engineering Projects Group relied upon the'

recomendation of the Construction Department (BAULER), assuming that they
had researched applicable regulations and procedures in sufficient detail;
that any required evaluations and/or safety implications had been
identified and that the Quality Assurance Department had " blessed" this
method of ca.*ecting the corrosion problem. PARKER advised he approved the
" Request For Work" fonn initiated by Ronald STILES and forwarded it to the I

Construction Department with a fund accountability number (1499999160)
Ti- abligated funding for the Unit I ventilation ring ductwork coating

3 ( '. ,:t . A copy of the completed " Request For Work" form for the Unit 1
coa.ing project provided by the NAPS Licensing Coordinator Stephen B.
EISENHART was reviewed by PARKER during the interview. The "QA Approval"

- section of the fonn, containing the words "yes" and "no" reflects "no" was
. checked. PARKER advised that this section of the fonn notifies Quality
Assurance (QA) they will be involved in the project when it comences.
PARKER said that he checked "no" but that the form should have been checked

; "yes" since it was intended to be QA involvement in the project.

PARKER could not explain why he checked the "no" space of the form. PARKER

then reviewed the " Request For Work" form, approving funds to coat the
ventilation ring ductwork in Unit 2 (number 1499999240). He noted that the
"yes" space was checked on this form, indicating that QA was notified of
their involvement in this project. PARKER explained that regardless of
whether these forms are checked "no" or "yes" the construction department
is responsible for accomplishing 'the actual work in accordance with the
requirements of coating procedures NAS-1016 (Construction) and QCI 11.1
(Quality Control). PARKER advised that he does not recall any discussions
regarding the safety implications involved in coating the Units 1 and 2
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ventilation ring ductwork but he said he did recall conversations
pertaining to the completion of these projects during the scheduled outages
of each unit.

PARKER opined that the problems associated with these projects are the
result of Robert BAULER's failure to follow requirements of NAS-1016 and
the apparent lack of emphasis regarding the importance of coating
processes. PARKER also alluded to failure of the various NAPS departments,
including Construction, Operations, Maintenance, Engineering and QA to
adequately communicate, coordingte and interface with each other and the
incorrect assumptions by each department that another department had
perfomed all the required research, evaluation and analysis. He said that
NAPS procedures in existence at that time were not sufficiently detailed
and clear to identify responsibilities as they relate to the coating
process. PARKER advised that, in his opinion, there were no willful
intentions to violate procedures and/or to falsify records by any NAPS
employee regarding the coating projects. He said that, to his knowledge,
responsible VEPC0/ NAPS officials were unaware of any coating problems
regarding the ventilation ring ductwork in Units 1 and 2 until the NRC
identified them in about July 1984.

This Results of Interview was prepared by NRC Investigator Robert H. Burch
on January 11, 1985.

M
Robert H. Burch, Investigator
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RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH MARTIN LUTHER B0WLING, JR.
| ON SEPTEMBER 12 AND OCTOBER 10, 1984 AS PREPARED BY
; INVESTIGATOR ROBERT H. BURCH

,

l

|
$

a

j On September 12 and October 10, 1984, Martin Luther B0WLING, Jr., Assistant
i Plant Manager was interviewed in his office at the North Anna Power Station j
j (NAPS) site by.NRC Investigator Robert H. Burch. B0WLING advised that hej resides at ;

He said he has been ;
i employed by Virginia Electric and Power Company (VEPCO) since June 1975 and
I advised he has been assigned in his present position at NAPS performing i

i
4

safety related and licensing duties since June 1984.

| BOWLING' advised that when the ventilation ring ductwork costing projects
1

-

were performed in Units 1^and 2, he was an engineer in the Engineering andj Construction Department at the VEPC0 Corporate headquarters. He said he
,

i. did not recall any participation in these projects.when they were accom- ji

i
plished in December 1982 and April-1983, respectively. He advised he was 4

not personally. involved in the performance of either coating project;
} however, since about July 1984 when the NRC notified VEPC0 of discrepancies iF regarding these activities he has attempted to determine the circumstances '

| which caused these problems. BOWLING explained that maintenance requests
|from the NAPS Maintenance Department are initiated either by a Design,

; Change Package (DCP) document or by a Maintenance Report (MR). He said the-
.

|j DCP is utilized when a request requires.an engineering evaluation and the *
1

work to be accomplished is. analyzed for health ^and/or safety implications.
{ !

He said the MR is utilized for work of a. non-safety related nature,
ialthough safety related processes and procedures are observed to accomplish: -

i the particular task. BOWLING advised that, . basically, ~ the difference
;

!j
between the two processes is the safety analysis performed when the DCP is ;i utilized. He stated that- the Maintenance Department is respon'sible for

) initiating either the DCP or the. MR and that a determination of safety || implications involved in a particular project is first made by management !; officials in this department. ''
. >

{ BOWLING advised he was assigned to resolve the NRC concern that non-nuclear
;

- qualified coating materials were used to coat the ventilation ring ductwork i
in Units 1 and 2 and/or that a galvanized steel surface was improperly !

;

prepared and coated. He said he did not pursue procedural violations since i
,.

;
it was already apparent that NAPS coating procedures |NAS-1016 and QCI 11.1 !! had not been observed. BOWLING advised that VEPC0 was primarily concerned || with " fixing" the coating problems so' that the units ' could return to
service. ;

!

|| BOWLING advised that, to his knowledge, no VEPC0/ NAPS management officialsj ;

were. aware that coating procedures had been violated until notified of this '

i

by the.NRC in July 1984. He explained'that NAPS would probably "still not-i. be aware" of these ventilation ring ductwork coating discrepancies'if the
-

! NRC had not brought these to the attention of VEPCO.

. BOWLING advised that, based upon his inquiries. the''two key NAPS personnel
i -

involved in the Units l' and 2 ventilation ring ductwork coating projects
i

are former Construction Superintendent John J0NES and former Coating
{ Supervisor Robert BAULER. He advised that his review of the Protective-
,

'
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Coating Surface Preparation Records (PCSPR), the Quality Control (QC)
records, associated with these coating projects contain false and
discrepant information. He said that BAULER was responsible for preparing
these records and that a QC inspector is required to concur with data
thereon through an independent verification. B0WLING advised that the
principal items of incorrect data on the PCSPR's relate to the manner of
surface preparation and the identity of primer coating utilized on the
ventilation ring ductwork in Unit 1. BOWLING advised that VEPC0/ NAPS has
not initiated any actions to correct this false information contained in
the PCSPR's because they (VEPC0 officials) considered " fixing" the problem'

more significant than amending the records.

B0WLING concluded that he has not been made aware that any NAPS officials
deliberately violated coatings procedures or that they falsified QC
records. He opined that he does not believe any supervisor above
Robert BAULER had knowledge that coating procedures were violated or that3

QC records contained false information.

This Results of Interview was prepared by NRC Investigator Robert H. Burch
on December 17, 1984 and January 10, 1985.

7.4
Robert H. Burch, Investigator
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I have made and initialed any necessary corrections.pages.
I swear that the

foregoing statement is true and correct. Signed on f b .3' N at 3 O PN
SIGNATURE:

. t
NAME' gj g

Subscribed and sworn to before me this b day of '

dthb 1984 at .

.

INVESTIGATOR: 2
NAME /

Q
WITNESS:

NAME/ TITLE
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RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH NORMAN RODERICK CANFIELD
ON DECEMBER 10, 1984 AS PREPARED BY INVESTIGATOR

' ROBERT H. BURCH

On December 10, 1984 Norman Roderick CANFIELD, Coatings Technician and
Salesman, Keeler and Long, Inc., Watertown, CT 06795, was telephonically
interviewed by NRC Investigator Robert H. Burch. CANFIELD edvised that helives at .

He stated he is employed by Keeler and Long as a technical
i expert and salesman and he identified Virginia Electric and Power Company's

(VEPCO) North Anna Power Station (NAPS), Mineral, VA as one of his current
accounts.

'

CANFIELD advised that his sales contact at NAPS was a VEPC0 employee named
Robert BAULER. He said he has spoken with BAULER on numerous occasions
regarding Keeler and Long products, providing him with both technical and
service information. CAhFIELD advised that he recalled a conversation with

; 'BAULER in late 1982 or early 1983 wherein BAULER solicited advice regarding
exterior coating for a section of the turbine building, a galvanized steel
structure. He said BAULER purchased a large quantity of Keeler and Long
paint for this project, even though he (CANFIELD). recomended that the

- galvanized surface not be coated. CANFIELD advised that he has known from
previous experiences thati coating' materials do not adhere well to'

galvanized surfaces no matter how they are prepared or the type of coating
used.

.

'
CANFIELD advised that BAULER has never asked him for any advice or
information concerning coating materials for the ccating of ventilation
ring ductwork in'the Unit 1 or 2 containment buildings. He said he would ,

have ascertained from BAULER the type of surface to be coated and upon '

; learning it was constructed of galvanized steel inside of the containmeht
building would not have recomended either a Keeler and Long product or one
of another manufacturer. CANFIELD concluded unequivocally that neither
BAULER nor any other personi at the NAPS site ever sought advice or

formation from him regardi'ag~Kee.lcriand Long coating materials or those
.i a competitor.for use on the ventilation ring ductwork in the Units 1 or.

2 containment buildings. q .,

This Results of Interview wis prepared by NRC Investigator Robert H. Burch
_ on January 10, 1985. '

.,

: ~J'.

Robert H. Burch, Investigator-

I
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'RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH JAMES ALLEN' SMITH ON

{
OCTOBER 9, 1984 AS PREPARED BY INVESTIGATOR

,

ROBERT H. BURCH

i
On October 9 '1984. James Allen SMITH,;

Virginia Electric and Power Company's - Q(VEPCO) North Anna Power Stationuality Control (QC) Supervisor ati
1 (NAPS), Mineral

VA, was interviewed at the site by NRC investigatori
Robert H. Burch.= SMITH advised that he resides at!

'

[
. He said he has been employed by VEPC0 at NAPS since June 1981
where he currently serves as the Quality Control Supervisor.

!
'

1

SMITH advised that he first learned of the Unit 1 ventilation ring ductwork
coating project -in about' late November 1982 from NAPS QC Inspectors !

L

Bill HARRIS and Bill BURNS and from a Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory |
i contractor inspector.

He said these three individuals told him that a
;

;

Maintenance Report (MR) and funding authorization had been issued to the
'

Construction Department to accomplish this work.
SMITH advised that there

was a sense of urgency associated with ~ the request since it was beingaccomplished during a scheduled outage. He-said that, to the best of his
;

j
recollection, some of this ventilation _ ring ductwork coating project had

-

.

already been accomplished by the Construction Department when the QC
<

;l' Inspectors were notified of the work request. He said that the coating
? ~

j
materials had already been selected; the mixing and batching process had- i,

i
been accomplished; the primer coating had been applied, and possibly some[ of the top coating had also been applied. He said that inadequate lines of

!
;.

consnunication between the Construction, Maintenance and Quality Assurancei
Departments is, in his opinion, the reasons the QC inspectors were not

;

[ notified until~ the Unit l' ventilation ring ductwork coating project had
-

'(
1 already cowenenced.
i. coating procedures NAS-1016 and QCI:11.1. SMITH said that this was a violation of existing

;

He also advised that he was not
,

i
accepted or well liked by officials outside the QA Department and they were

;'

often not supportive of the QC program that he was attempting to initiate
,

i at NAPS.
,

i i

!.
SMITH advised that he ' assigned both BURNS and HARRIS to inspect the '!

i ventilation ring ductwork coating project in both Units 1 and 2. .

He said 1

he did not actively participate in these inspection programs and only
-

became involved in any of the inspection activities if problems developed. ;

SMITH stated he did not verify any of the inspection activities performed
.

( .

by' BURNS and HARRIS on the. Units 1 and 2 ventilation ductwork.
'

k He said he
does not know~if they conducted the inspection efforts which are noted by*

them onLthe Protective Coating Surface Preparation Records -(PCSPR's).
advised that he did not learn of any problems, difficulties or discrep-

He

ancies associated with these two projects until about. August 1984 when NAPS
3

!
employee Quinton PARKER' informed him about'the NRC discoveries.j He said
PARKER told him that an anonymous person had alleged that non-nuclear

'

i
qualified coating materials were used on' the. ventilation ring ductwork in_

'

,

Units I and 2.
' SMITH advised that he told BURNS about his conversations

with PARKER and then obtained and reviewed qopies of the PCSPR's' associated
with the coating of-the ventilation ring ductwork in Units 1 and 2 |

Hesaid that he then recontacted BURNS with the PCSPR's and questioned him-
.

concerning his (BURNS') signatures on these documents. 'He said BURNS told
him that his signatures and dates on the PCSPR's indicate he had verified

L EXHISIT r T . !
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i
all entries thereon and that he had performed his inspections of the;

ventilation ring ductwork in accordance with applicable QC procedures.|
SMITH stated that he further reviewed the PCSPR's associated with the
Units 1 and 2 ventilation ring ductwork coating projects and, based upon

;

;
this review and his conversation with BURNS, noted no discrepancies ori

deficiencies in the documentation. He advised that the NAPS Site QAManager, Andrew HOGG, appointed a team of QA personnel to review these
PCSPR's along with existing coating procedures to determine whether the
instructions were adequate for coating activities. He said that as a
result of HOGG's efforts NAPS procedure QADI 10.13 was developed andimplemented.

He advised that he was not further involved in the Units 1and 2 ventilation ring ductwork coating matter after about the middle ofAugust 1984.

SMITH emphatically reiterated that both BURNS and HARRIS told him
unequivocally they had performed inspection activities associated with the
ventilation ring ductwork in Units 1 and 2 in accordance with existing
coating procedures and that they had verified all information contained on
the PCSPR's. He advised that it was subsequently determined that the
primer. coating used on the ventilation ring ductwork in Unit I was
different from that shown on the PCSPR's. He said that this discrepancy
casts some doubt upor, the integrity of the. inspectors and the PCSPR's.
SMITH said that although BURNS and HARRIS denied they had violated coating
procedures, evidence supports the fact that they failed to properly performtheir inspection duties. SMITH concluded he is not personally aware that
NAPS coating procedures and/or QC coatirg instructions were willfully and
intentionally violated during Units 1 and 2 ventilation ring ductworkcoating projects.>

This Results of Interview was prepared by NRC Investigator Robert H. Burch
on October 17, 1984 and December 17, 1984.

EU/h
Robert H. Burch, Investigator

-
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* STATEMENT -

PLACE: N rth Anna Pcwer Station

DATE/ TIME: 10-11-84/10:15

I, Willian Drayton Burns, Jr*
, do hereby make the Tollowing voluntary

statement to Robert H. Eurch who has identified himself to me as

an Investigator with the United States Nuclear Regulatory Comission. I do hereby

make this voluntary statement without any threats having been made against me or

any promises extended to me. I reside at
,

I have worked at V FCv's North Anna Power Station (idFd)
2/2L wn9.as a Quality Control (,C) Inspector since W BA. Prior to this I

worked with Fittsburgh Testing Lab at idFS and I also worked with

Daniel Construction Co. at the Surrey site. When I first went to

work for V FCV a t 6APS , the 4A program was fragmented and understaffed.

There were two QA/QC groups at uAFS thens one in constr;; tion and one

on the plant side (operations and :aintenance). heither group cooperated
9, /uct- ,

with one another and there was a dislike of aC by the cra[t
4

. . . and.has a%' been .WC- . . de&
personnel. Palnting or coating WasAVleWed as an insignif1 Cant)*andafMAN wt%
* low priority activity for the most part. The request tc p.rforn paint-

gAing activity was generally initiated on the plant side cr.naintenance
h fmrat 4 dw4).v%by g documen' g ,M wsc.as the engineer.Eng .!ork dequest, This is cuiteg

different from the Design Jh2nge Ecchage, .ic.ich is a structured and

better organized docunent from the stanipoint that acasp;ance criteria
in 6he poe4 r.wh3

for insp=cti:ns is spelled outa In the 2.id inspection activities, there
by inspecfM prs *nnt/ M

has to be a great deal of research and discussions to id-ntify acceptance
Th13 w a % A

criterir, g*has a tendency to create adverse feelings between the
Aave r&meh6%-

inspector and nenbers of the craft the work. I recall that

the coating work on the vent ring ductwork in Unit 1 was initiated on
!

!
| EXHIBIT /8 PAGE l of f O
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a Work Request and the actual coating began in December 1982. I was
osefAne /Arwr/ wen *%

not the regular coatings inspector assigned to do coating inspections.x

My co-worker, Bill Harris was the regular inspector but due to limited
resources and because Harris was busy on another project, I filled in

cwd a/Jo in lla} 2. ws*>.
for him some on the Unit 1 vent ring project 4 I remember that when I

iny fu rrencor wAo

was notified by3 Jim Smith that I would be assisting with inspections
Commsneaded'6 me w& u s+2 uMS uek_

on this roject there was a sense of urgency and g pressure gg j

applied by maintenance manage.~.ent,to get the job done without delaying
restart of the unit. I remember that I received the work request one

day and was told that the job must be done immediately. #nen I reviewed

the scope of work for the project, it was initially planned that only

the inner ring and not the outside exhaust ring would be coated. g'4a eJes
7

uBS--
being o'me f.a u G3-- *

eliminate boric acid corrosion forming on the inner ring. As I recall,g
0).rx u&g

the job came forward on a Request and not a Design Change
s. si ari.,. w- a r ,. m ~ s- - e.

Package 4 This meant that there was no, engineering evaluation of this

project for safety implications and there was no evaluation for an

Coeb w ek.
actual design change. At the time I was assigned to inspect this

of the vent ring oa'cfeerK, wd%- streeningrGL wah-
I felt somewhat uncomfortable in that there was nogenginaaring eval-4

uation. Since the vent ring ductwork to be coated was inside a contain-

ment environment,I felt and believed there should be an engineering

evaluation of this p/ime w&I felt so strongly about this that I firstroject.
a sbod

telephoned and later visited the plant engineering office to discusss
theyreat w6

my concern with an engineer. The phone call and meeting with an engi-
& nelstedko!) y W gja u A

neer,took place just before the actual coating work on=Jnit 1 vent ring

ductwork began. I recall the time as about during the tnird week of

12/82 but prior to the work beginning. I have tried to remember which

engineer I ta ked with but I have not been able to do so. I just do not
wiff * / dis concern. w&

remember whon discussed During the discussion I

specifically recall that I expressed concern to g//as VEKO &
ye &
4 engineer that coating

.L2tT /A
"

!~, 3 jog--.24 @_7e L of YPa2es
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was going to taka placo in a containmant without any angineering
case-

evaluation and that I believed as an inspector gggg the work should
be accomplished under a Design Change Package where accsptance criteria

|||[/3 +spelled out. I had, at this time, already done some research re-

garding the project and knew some of the specific requirements as
spelled out in coating procedures which were effective at the time.

with
Two of tnese procedures /which I am very familiar are aAd 1016, " Coating
in Containement" and QCI 11.1 " Coating Inspections". I had researched

these procedures and was aware during my meeting with th; engineer in

12/82 that an SP 510 type of surface was required by and 1016 before

the vent ring ductwork could be properly coated. The SP #10 surface is

achieved by near white sandblasting which is prohibited in a containment
A*Mer. WA

environment. Also durin6 my conversation with the engineer, I expressed
steel

concern that a coating material was being placed over a galvanized /sur-
face, which is the type of metal the vent ring ductwork is made of. I

recall that, after expressing these concerns to the engineer he told me

that maintenance work for the bAFS did not follow the requirements of
t6e d
4aAs 1016 specifications and therefore the SP #10 surface was not re-

quired. The engineer also told me that the station (maintenance) wanted

the work done before the hatch was closed for restart. I also remember
the engineer telling me that the station only wanted the coating on the
Unit 1 vent ring ductwork to last until the next outage and then the enti

system would be repalced. Viith this infornation from .ngineering I did

not discuss the issue further. I am familiar with tho Protective Coat-
fisMre| iso wGh-ing durface Preparation necord, which is described in t2.e4 procedure

aCI 11.1. This document is the QC form which controls ths coating process
from selection, mixing, batching, etc., throu h surface pre;aration andc

Pkmer+ hvocoal. A
cn to final inspection of the completed |||g Althou h thic is a 40 formsCmleNde, $
itisnot, filled ||[by;CnorisacopymaintainedbyQC, even though3

1M

EXHlBIT, /8 % g 3_. o[LD.
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io/2gtv/ oWNred /udan on NA- '

the QC inspector is required to sign 4 The QC signature 4[n thethe form.

form certifies that the inspector has verified all of the data enteredRodert A*Wo & Supediter; ordb--
by,the Constructi on The Protective Coating Surface prep-
aration records that I have signed regarding the coatings of the vent

:

ring ductwork in Units 1 and 2 in December 1982 and April 1983 were
dr. 9db

filled g and prepared by Robert Bauler, who was the HAPS Construct-4

ion Department Coating Supervisor at those times. The Protective
Coating records that I si

(ttpod numberJ 001 ond 0021 v&gned for these 2 projects are identified as
1FC-lP and 1PC-2P (Unit 1 vent ring, primer coat) and 2PC-2P and F,4

(fbev$ ndmWS 0/2,093,014 c/$~ Ot/h WW
2PC-3F and 2PC-4P and F,(Unit 2 vent ring, , primer and finish coats).

A copy of these Protective Coatings records are attached to and are
Maitrab'.MY>- utta part of my statement.

I M,that my signature on gthese/ 4pifL-formsl'Ah plant procedures g/
is, according to/WCI 11.1 and itAS 1016, a certification that I inspects

$ the items listed on/'er P'*""'A
ecbyabes ou WWv& 4

the forms and found them to be in the condition
or to have been performed in the manney indicated. I have reviewed theseusL- y;f4 oto% lhe ruesce of Ms ~BercA. e& I v /a,,fe-;/s wcrg completed forms

either state

that I/did not inspec lte g as indicated or was aware at

the time I signed the records that certain functions had not been per-
for ed as indicated. I 11 identify those itens which I know to
be in error on the orms and explain why they are not correct, even

though I signed the forms indicating that the information herein

was verified by me. Regarding protective oating records 1(tu dsooH oo2),tt
\1PC-lP and 1PC-2P the vent rins ductwork was not prepared to an SP,fl04 l

surface as indicated. In order to achieve this type of surface, a near
white sandblasting is required and this activity is prohibited in a

containment. The method of surface preparation is indicated as " grinder"

and a grinder was not used, except possibly on a trial basis or to

remove excessive deposits of corrosion. If a grinder was used to prep

the surface as indicated, ther .vould have been tha isk of grinding

EXHIBIT /B % Aye-.i.of_LO
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'l

through the galvanized surface, plus danger of spnCading contamination.

1 As I have stated, grinding was not used to prepare the surfaces of the
f

vent ring ductworks only sandpaper or wire brushing was used. At the'

onJP&O wAL.
timeIsignedtheseformsIknewthat|||||surfacehadnotandwould

i
i not be obtainej because I had already discussed this with an engineer.

I do not know why I signed the protective coating records indicating

an SP #10 surface by grinding was achieved. Bauler placed this infor-
' wp1 I Mneul p otk.

mation on the forms and I signed, g concurring with him, gthat
this was not correct. I would like to say that I either did not see

this entry or that it was not there when I signe whe forms but this
,

o#2
I cannot say. I simply do not have ajgg reasonable explanation for
my actions. The entry under " Final Cleaning", indicating a" vacuum"

cleaner was used is incorrect. As I recall there was a vacuum cleaner

in containment on this occasion but I never saw this equipment used to
nNVW f

clean the vent ductwork. I did not verify that this was done and p o4

c not think it was done as indicated, even though 3auler checked that it

was used. The data regarding temperatures, humidity and dew point were,

i

recorded by Bauler who took these readings. In some instances I verified
redings ugh--- mst aSL-

his readings by taking g of my own but in, g instances I used
I the data he obtained and si ned that I had verified his readings. Al-6

o/Jo o Pb---
thcugh I did verify some of his readings, I,took his word for some of

,

them by just signing the form indicating I had perso;. ally verified the

data. dith regard to the Dry Film l'hickness (Def) measurenents, I did,

,

not perforn these functions as required by bAa 1016. This procedure re-

quires a e.easurenent every 20 square feet and I did not do this, even
though my signature indicates I followed "Ao 1016. I did take ranuca

i
1
1

samples over the area about once daily but not according to the pro-

cedure. Cne r2ason I did not follow procedures is b=cause of the pre-
Inpedd m which, w W w 56--

vious Conversation hn 61. sine.r @ told me that I did not haveg

EXHIBIT, /6 ~ f' op L
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fp duct.-iork 4
inspect / coating stri.:;ly according to HAd 1016. Also,g

I recall that when I first came to uAPS as an inspector, I asked if I

coating inspectors were supposed to witness the mixing, batching and

preparation of coating materials and I was told by Murrell Burns,
gale,y Trnsty ims(frt) &

no relation,and no longer % pr.,PCO M uAP that we did not have toV

w to kdo so. iven though the protectiv ,for Unit
Cea raco roer s col + 002)1 contain my si6 nature indicating I participated in and verified the

e|c = &
selection, mixing, batching of the coating materials, I did not do so.

wah- of y

I took the word gBob Bauler that all of this data was correct
-llu Arms u)B'%- /dsomab'est Aand I signed J as if I had verified this,to be correct. It was definitec

ly a mistake on my part to do this and I cannot explain my actions.
.t)he Wh ocbW/ter QM &

except to say that coating g generally regarded as a very mundane,
ordinary, low profile type activity and little or no significance is
attached to the importance of this function. As to tha type of primer
used in Unit 1 on the vent ring ductwork, all I can say is that it

|

was a red priner. I do not know the manufacturer of the coating nor
the identification of the primer coating. 'dith regard to the Unit 2

Protective Coating records containing my (signatures,these forms are
reporis or!- ots) WVL.

labelled 2PC-2P and F, 2PC-3F and 2PC-4P and F (Unit 2 primer and/or3

finish coating records). The forms indicate for the primer coating
that vacuum blasting was used to achieve an SF#10 surface. Bob Bauler

i

wrote this information on the forms and I sie.ned them indicating I had
24af W A

verified this method of surface preparation and this type of surface wasa,

achieved. This is incorrect data since an SP 10 surface was not achieved//

|

and vacuum blasting was not used. Also certain items of data appearing'

me os 1h--elsewhere on these records was not verified by in all

instances. This information includes temperatures, humidity, dry film

thicknessyselection and preparation of materials, etc. Althou6h I did
perform some inspections, I also used data compiled by Construction

EXHIBIT. /8 - Age 6 ,4LE_
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Supervisor Bob Bauler and signed the forms indicating I had verified i
:

Iand/or independently obtained this data. Again, I cannot explain mythe v& f c/w aes W6 boutactions except to state that coating at BA(fd %always been regarded
O

,

'

Wh
as very low priority work and g/ rutnever been given the full attention i

,

and importance it should be given. I acknowledge that when I did verify
Bauler's data or conduct inspections of the Unit 1 and 2 vent righ duct
work, id not conduct the indepth and detailed inspections that I

h HNJ hkh wess --knew.should have done. Bob Bauler was aware of, M andI ws%-

took advantage of it. I knew better as a professional inspector, yet
I allowed it to happen on these two projects. I now recognize thisw d-

collaboration with Construction as a violation of 10 CFR
Part 50, Appendix B since I did not perform these inspections in anj

independent manner. I first realized the seriousness of my actions

regarding false and inaccurate data on the protective coating records
ik "6 JW.1f

associated with Units 1 and 2 vent ring ductwork about late g or4

early August 1964 timeframe. It was about this time that VEPCO (NAPS)
began looking into circumstances involving the Units 1 and 2
vent ring coating. I discussed with my supervisor Jim Smith my con-

MdCCuta$ 040'/E/Je v 6h--
cerns about the data in the protective coating records.g

(u s %

I also discussed this concern with the site QA Manager,
Andy Hogg in August 1984. I recall on one occasion before discussingCanceret u 6 w4 ;

this with Hogg that he, g'S-Jim Smith and me were in a discussion with!4

the hAC resident inspectors about August 21, 1984. On this occasion

Hogg defended me and my inspections of the Unit 1 and 2 vent ring

EE coating projects. Hogg told the isnC that if my signature appeared on
W3 a QC form then he was satisfied that I had done the inspection asCD

$ indicated. On this occasien I wanted to say, "Mr.Hogg, I'm sorry but
b I did not do the inspection s indicated by my signature" but I did,

d not want
a to embarass him in the presence of the linC. Later on af ter

I' h this conversation with the onC, ,prnem@ wPei

1a I told Hogg4 what I have stated in this
pay 1 LLo

:
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o//oflh
statement, that is , I did not verify 4 data on the protective coating
records as indicated by my signature on the forms. dhen I told Smith
and Hogg about what I had done neither one of them instructed me to

wa%
clear up the records Thess Mh low me f ;

or report this to anyone else.444hgesar Q 5WW
urtL_ L'"'';'M ^?M

,'rney Meer enHN *Mmw+- n->Js,,u%dt "n. d,et Uv
- .._ _ -

_

.

oc fr N w 6% -
t

ss m y -> w l,2, w ,w

[@ON|wY
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._,

'i'^]N/MgW IY#MWZ _ J5 K 5,|I.YNeio FQe5I~u/ d 'IsIr5cdwWorr & &
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9
l acknowledge

that my inspection efforts on the vent ring ductwork Were either
,

non-existen; or superficial. I did not consider tha van; rings to
c. ave any safety ralated cignificance when I vcorked on these pro-

jects. It has been only within the last 2-3 months t..at I have come

to realize the safety implications of coating the vent ring ductwork.
? lith regard to other inspections that I have conducted at had, I am
certified in a number of other disciplines, including welding, electri-

aa v 6- U6-cal, mechanical and others. I have never before
cfring y s">- 4 superficial, O

"Mu-g inspections of these activities. I have never falsified an
inspection report or certified data that I did not verify in these
disciplines. I regard myself as a professional insp;ctor and am also

cognizant of the safety related implications involvir.g these other
activities. I will adr.it that I have been very superficial and lax
in concucting other coatir.g inspections but to my knowledge ncne of
these were safety significant. If I had been performing my job proper-tthe Vs%i
ly as an inspector on Units 1 and 2 vent ring ductwcrk,4 I would not
have allowed inproper/ unqualified coatings to have bacn applied and
I would no hav llowed a talvanized surface to be ccated, even thou6h! A NW
I assumed engineering had approved of this activity. I allowed myselfi 3

to be taken advantage of by Bob 3auler, a constructi:n supervisor, and

I permitted him to manipulate me when I should have been independently

verifying his data. I also should not have regarded coating as a mun-/ow PoN OC

dane, insignificangactivity but rather should have approached the in-
EXHIBIT,/B,a 72 p 8 /_LOPage g
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WA
g spection process on the vont ring ductwork as seriously as

6--
I do the other disciplines. I cannot explain why I allowed myself

to be manipulated by Bauler or why I basically took his word that all

data on the fo'us was correct. Possibly, due to pressure put on the
Coalig & A

craft and to some extent on me to complete the, jobs. I took short

cuts for the sake of saving time. I acknowledge that I violated not

only plant procedures QCI 11.1 and oAd 1016 which govern coating

activities, but also 10 CFR Part 50 Appendix B,by not maintaining
W (D

an g inspection process independent of the construction
effort. b)W

UWg

\

'N

x'N
N

-
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I would like to re-emphasize that, to the best of my knowledge, at no time

has any supervisor or co-worker made any effort to cover up any wrong doing

on my part which has been set forth its this statement. I would like to say

that the NAPS QC Department does not do their inspections in the manner in

which the coating inspections on the vent ring duct work was performed.

We have restructured our organization in such a manner that this situation

would never occur again due to internal checks and balances. We also have

better interface with other departments which did not exist at the time of

the coating projects. W b
. W

F

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of JO / ypedt

pages. I have made and initialed any necessary corrections. I swear that the
foregoing statemen is true and correct. Signed on h N at /l!N [M ,

SIGNATURE: /)J -

*

NAME F
d2I4Subscribed and sworn to before re this / day of

M888- 1984 at /I8/d #p/ '.
.

INVESTICATOR:
' '

NAME

!
WITNESS: l

NAME/ TITLE

PAGE /0 0F /0

EXHIBIT, /8
Page /o of 2 5 p,g,,
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/.-?/ U yREPORT NUMBER: . An9 M MASONRY

SHIFT: /W
SURFACE TO BE OBTAINED ANCHOR PATTERN:5(.r, o

SAT. UNS. SAT. UNS. SAT. UNS. SAT. UNS. SAT.UNS. SAT.UNS. OBTAINED: /OSURFACE PREPARATION ,/
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GEN. PRidlNG SEAL COAT 1ST FINISH FJNISH COAT TOUCH UP OTHERPAINTING SUPERVISOR
t' U ( &i

OC INSPECTOR , /il.h/d7 A .$ -
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* ~ O O WD C0 OOREADINGS: .

DFTs WFTs*
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. 59 dT -s.
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d ~ - | '' .*= -x p g . | Y D b .'.*. [ '5 bNs ' N h' 13G,*~. :;, g;6 + af - r * !.q*cheQ . A . *- . - h : [Q f" 1..*,|,
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_ .s4.

'' ~ ' '
_ ' ' - ' _

*
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j.f.' M {ACTh $ EXP DATE4,r,J 4XRtG A?E- : EXP. D ATE , .; EXP. D ATE . E XP. ' D ATE EXP. DATE
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*. .

y,y ;q. # * -e 1..N' 'G*'

COATING Ab, .
' Cd ' R' CODQ C.O(OgCODg 'CO ' ODE COLOR CODE COLOR CODE CO d'ODI--[ . ekM' h /f b MNN.E MMD ' ".'N M JJ_ym

COA' TING EQUIP. h', $,'.3'.) :h?MM _B'A C h ' @B iC R .' Oe OR Oa .R
d.J .* *,'." '-''

segim

VT '5 ~/ s t i Nr C Slij?" 5* C S.[ ' M S EI't' S c:-@ . O .S w .- 7 s' -
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* STATEMENT '

PLACE:, North Anna Power Station
i

DATE/ TIME: 12-5-84/10:15AM

.

g, William Juniorous Harris , do hereby make the fbilowing voluntary

statement to Robert H. Burch who has identified himself to me as

an Investigator with the United States Nuclear Regulatory Comission. I do hereby

make this voluntary statement without any threats having been made against me or

! any promises extended to me. I reside at

I have been employed with Virginia Electric

and Power Company (VEPCO) at the North Anna Nuclear Station (NAPS) as a Quality
k W De CtrN ked

Control (QC) Inspector since September 1980. I have inspected 1n the civil, elec-
4

tricalandreceiptdisciplines;andalsoinpaintingandcoatings.Theonlytrain-

ing I have received gi coat g inspections is On-The-Job training at th APS
W One 'Ap $Y

,[k k; yYNh'

*
,

is the coating of the (yentilation ring ductwork)in the containment buildings ofe

g
a

Unit 1 and Unit 2. The unit 1 coating work was done in December 1982 and January
I

_j 1983 and the unit 2 work was done about April 1983. For the most t.rt I was the

Ce.Mor<trn

~ full time inspector on u it 1, assisted on this project by my enumenesw. Bill
1h tMkefr/ ytat dw(M Conn 4g on

Burris. To a lesser extent I eseeksei unit 2, my assisting Burns on this project.g

As I recall my supervisor Jim Smith informed me G that I would be the lead in-

spector on unit 1 but I do not recall if I was designated as lead on unit 2. I '

also e= ember that both jobs were completed during an outage and there was Lome
t } orpacy

WTf'sekt.j adensed% communicated to me to get the job done within, the time allot 2d for the 4

h I recall that I had several discussion [s with Bob Bauler regardingW % faw/*yN
3 ,

<

these projects, especially on unit 1. Bauler was the Coating supervisor in the
Y NAPS Construction Department and he was the person actually responsible for getting

;

. the job done on time and in the proper manner. As I recall, the purpose for coat-
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i

ing unit 1 and 2 ventilation ring ductwork was to eliminate patches of boric i

N
acid corrosion that was forming on certain sectio f the ductwork. Specifically, |

w ,,
with regard to unit l ductwork, I recall Bauler explaining to me that the decisiona W$to coat this 6 ,$1bmwas a temporary one and that at some later

_

time the corroded sections would be removed'and replaced with new ductwork and
,

parts as required. This conv'ersation with Bauler occurred about November 1982 and

I remember that he told me that the station maintenance department had approved the

temporary measures to correct the corroding uctwork. In my opinion, Bauler
afdedid not emphasize to me the importance of 2 coating project and as a result I4

did not perform my inspections of this work with a serious and positive attitude.
M u.stw.3mA

" " I have reviewed the Protective Coating Surface Preparation Records4

(PCSPR) for units] and 2 and I have identified M certain entries that do notW 144Artben
accuratelyreflectthe,workIperformedonthesetwoassignmegs.Althoughatthe

C&b'|f 4 YiW
time I signed my name to these PCSPR's I did not realize that I was Atlet$(,|dff(/

k W ''bb'
M work was performed in a manner other than stated, however, I now realizea

that by signing my name to these records without verifying that work was performed

as stated is a falsification of records. I did not deliberately or intentionally

falsify these PCSPR's, however, I do acknowledge that I did not perform the necessary

verification in all instances as required by NAPS Procedures NAS 101 M and
Y hi$

QCI 11.1, the only procedures which were in effect at the time dadreme(the

inspection and/or application of coating materials in a containment environment.

With regard.gr to the PCSPR's for unit 1 and the information contained therein,

I did not actually witness th ainters cleaning the surface of the ventilation ring

ductwork in preparation for 6 coating. Due to the contamination involved in

this process, I did not observe surface preparation until it had been completed.

Al hough the PCSPR's for it 1 state th t a grinder was used to obtain an SP
$ N M e Ce*$ XbO N
# 10 surface, M gnot know M ameth was used to obtain this type of surface.4

An SP #10 surface, according to NAPS M procedure, can only be obtained by

EXHIBIT /f
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&h s h6 which is prohibited in containment. Although I certified that an 8

SP#g0surfacewasobtainedbygrindingIdonotknowifthisistruebecause#A jkn(un pv1pwreflet. Nf
did not observe g In my opinion and based upon an inspection after the surface

was pregared, I believe the surface was of SP#10 quality. I make this statement
Vr g / $ d.ifoynAnnd

based upon experiene rior to this estimeIt with this type of surface. To my know-4

ledge, a comparitor scale was not used on the unit 1 or 2 projects to make a deter-

mination regarding the type of surface obtained. Basically what ha ened is that
N

Bob Bauler, Construction Supervisor told me that the surface was W SP010 $ and
N

I took his word for it. I& assumed that since Bauler was a professional

in his job and had the best interest of NAPS in mind that he w uld not provide me
$ N t"

with misleading information. In reality, I accepted what Bob M told me about

surface preparation
signed my name on the form and intended for my sig/ Wo Je.nature to
snq{AnelnW de eb$ tin the SPdAIF JWpGes. XM IN

mean I had verified the 6 Also,with regard to temperature entries on the
PCSPR's, I did take some verifying temperatures but in some instances I accepted

the temperatures as recorded on the PCSPR by Bauler and signed that I agreed with
I d/W )d 04|tBf/ 0'a Y N/Ah /

and had verified his work.4 I did not verify his JNGwork in each and every instance,

although I did do this on a number of oocasions. Again, I was lax in not M
$ Qhenff $ M fo Weinf

4 verifying Bauler's data and $ did not perform my duties as an inspector of coatings

in accordance with the procedures which were in place at the time. With regard to

the primer coating used in unit 1 on the ventitlation ring ductwork, I again was

told by Bauler what had been used and did not do an independent verification. As I
W

recall, the paint buckets were all marked with M Mobil Chromax, meaning the w
M M dr'SudirrM

type of primer used. I did not verify and confirm as to h whethey this was theg
ring MW @ pqr

type of coating used to prime the unit i ventilation /M ductwork. % signature
e

on the PCSPR's should mean that I did verify this but in reality I did not do so.

The only reason I can think of as to why I did not verify this is that previously
$ Ar&< ur hunt h u, 4 MMan # ont

j

4 auler had minimized the importance of coating the ring ductwork, telling me &B
g
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MC .

it was a temporary corrective measure @ rather than a 6 I suppose
8 aA;jt

this caused me to have a relaxed attitude about A% inspection process regarding

the unit 1 ventilation ring ductwork and caused me not to approach this in a
k

serious frame of mind. I recognize now that I 6 approached this inspection
hmg/W3ManAdorfn'h9nnet k &$ NT&

Aand did not have the proper frame of mind. I also recall that41 gave some thought

to the fact that the ventilation ring ductwork was constructed of galvanized steel,

a material that should not have been coated. I did not express this concern to anyone
N Mk

at the time and thought that it would not matter since % was going to be a tem-

porary action. I was also aware at the time the work was done that the NAPS

Engineering Department had not done an engineering evaluation of the project.

I did not express this concern to anyone either. I also wondered about the safety

aspects of the coating project since it was be performed in a containment

environement, however, I did discuss this anat with anyone. My inspection efforts

on Unit 2 in April 1983 were w much less extensive that those on unit 1 but I
N eMe vmf 2-

could say that =y attitude and my approach to e , project and the methods I used

were the same as for unit 1. Again, I did not deliberately falsify or certify to

inaccurate date I simply just did not consider the ig ortance of making sure that

the coating materials were applied according to the existing procedures. The reason
th &

I did not consider the importance is because Bauler had previously 4 Wt me that44 M ett4NIPd'enall of 6 (Agcorroded 1elegislWWAmaha ing ductwork would be permanently replacedr

at a later date. I also did not consider the safety implications of coating
N&

a galvanized steel surface h 1oss of coolant accident or DBA. This aspect4

of safety, had I thought about it, would have caused me to raise a concern immed-

iately with my supervisor. I am not aware that anyone else, either in the QC

department or construction department, considered this aspect of safety when the

decision was made to coat the ventilation ring ductwork in units 1 or 2. I was un- |
@ skenZ)6|ormen!M W cN**f \aware,that paint peeling from the vent ductwork during a LOCA/DBA could clog fil-

4 ,

ters and screens in the sump pump. I am now aware

of this possibility. EXHIBIT /9
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coating
In conclusion, I would like to state that I did not perform my/ inspection duties

on unit 1 and 2 ventilation ring ductwork in a professional manner because I didN
not take serious the h nature of the work. I also allowed Bob Bauler to use
me in an unprofessional manner. I state unequivocally and steadfastly

that I have never performed any other inspection at NAPS in the manner in which I
NM L.JWperformed the coating inspections and I have never falsified dur QC document or agur

th% $Wentered any data on a QC form or report 6 without verif ing it as
k

beingaccurateandcomplete.IregretthatIfailedtoperformthesgcoatinginspect-
ions on the unit 1 and 2 ventilation ring ductwork in the manner which I am

accustomed to performing all my inspection duties. To the best of my knowledge,
or management Wil+

1 know of no craft / personnel at NAPS & with whom I do not relate well and I

can think of no one who dislikes me. I have never made a statement to any painter
QVor anyone else that I am afraid of radiation. I have never shunned my duties in a

containments because of this. I respect radiation but I am definitely not afraid
of it.

hI have read the foregoing statement consisting of I b - % ,i/ typed

pages. I have made and initialed any necessary corrections. I swear that the
foregoing statement is true and correct. Signed on /2/6/94 at SUff'",

SIGNATURE: NM MQAAlo
NAME (/

Subscribed and sworn to before me this day of
cemke 1 84 at hk $*MMb f/.

.

INVESTIGATOR:
NAME ' ~~

i WITNESS:
) EAME/ TITLE
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REQUEST FOR WORK !,

MPP SUPPORT
NORTH ANNA POWER STATION

UNITS 1 & 2

TO: MPP Construction Superintendent Date:j ,,, Unit No.: 7

Station Ap)provpd
: Account No.: y

$$ H<J /2 - 77 - 8".2- 9/8 C-- S$'M
gorigihalfor Date Project No. (Station Use only)

|$ AO-s - iHB&~ 57 n2 mo/ z!<
Dp r n t. Designee Date Station Project Activity Unit |
[ / 1 Code Code Code No.

/ e > /z-n a z__.
Supert:ftendent Pr i ets/ Des. Date ' QA Approval:

* Yes No

I,,. / s n ,fys , ;., ,/Description of York: fer y, ofe, /a do e t G ,peir fe,. _s ,,

in y a ,' / Z Aes c/er M A'** -/%) sA. c / v yvn/ A c As
- + J. re ~ < ~ r{ .

_.

I* tance:-

|
Juction Supe tendent/ Designee D'a te

I,hOO.OO^, I,4bo r

bb*Ea'timate Appro g * Material /

Sv.pv. - ; L - JD* Greater -than $5,000 - Station Manager or Assistant Station Manager /
$5,000 or less - Departmental Superintendent !

AA UV M M- ' 00 0.

Work spleted:

, , h //hdr |,

MPP Constru ion S4 rintancent/ Designee / DateW'EAC] -n-c-

"
Station <ompletion Concurrence (Originator) Date

.

Distribution:

EXHlBIT, 2h- Station Manager, Asst. Station Manager, Supt. Projects.
Station Accountant, Supt. Maintenance, Supt. Operations,

Page / nr 3 Pages Supt. Tec ical Semes, Ortainator, Labor / Cost Manner o

Budgeting Dept. OJRP/5
_. __ _ . ._
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Am;ust 30,1984 .

. .

*
.

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Cot:: mission Serial No. N-84-014
Docu=ent Control Desk N0/RCS: nih
016 Phillips Building Docket No. 50-338
k'ashington, D.C. 20555 50-339

License No. NPF-4
NPF-7

.

.

Dear Sirs:

The Virginia Electric and Power Company hereby submits the following
License Event Report applicable to North Anna Unit No. I and 2.

,

.

Report No. LER 84-006

'

This report has been reviewed by the Station Nuclear Safety and Operating
Committee and will be forwarded to Safety Evaluation and Control for their
review.

Very Truly Yours,

b
p E. ='ayne Harrell

Station k nager-

.

Enclosures (3 copies) *
,

O

cc: Mr., James P. O'Reilly, Regional Administrator
U. S. Suelear Regulatory Commission

$ Region II
101 Marietta Street, Suite 2900
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

0

.
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Application of Unqualified Protective Coatings on Containment Ventilation Ductwork ]
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ABSTRACT

The Air Cooling and Purging System galvanized ductvork and supports in the
lower level of Unit No. I and Unit No. 2 Containments have been coated to mitigate
corrosion. Review of Station Records indicated that the coating materials selected
ware not known to be qualified for application within the Containment when applied
over a galvanized substrate. Subsequent DBA and adhesion tests were perforce'd on
test panels removed from the ductwork which verified that the coating did not meet
the required performance criteria. The cause of the event was determined to be

'
primarily due to inadequate classification of the work and secondarily to a failure

,

of personnel to follow site procedures controlling application of coatings within
the Containment. The corrective action taken was, to install a Type 304 stainless
steel wire mesh screen over the coated surfaces of the ductuork and supports. The

~

,

wire screen will retain the coating material which may disbond from the ductuork
following a LOCA and therefore ensure that there will be no impact on the operation
of safety related equipment. Site procedures have been strengthened in order to
prevent recurrence and training has been provided.

(

EXHIBIT, 25
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1. Description of the Event

The Air Cooling and Purging Syste= (EIIS system identifier VD) ductwork (EIIS
identifier DUCT) and supports (ElIS identifier SPT) in the lower level of Unit 1
end Unit 2 Containments have been coated to mitigate corrosion in areas where
borated water could leak on galvanized surfaces of the duct. The application of
the coating was completed in Unit No. I and Unit No. 2 Containments in January,
1983 and May, 1983, respectively. Following a recent report that the coating
system utilized in Unit No. 1'may not have been qualified, an investigation was -

initiated to deter =ine the suitability of the coatings applied. f
,

Section 3.8.2.7.6 of the UFSAR states the general requirements for protective
coatings within the containment liner boundary. It is necessary that protective
coatings remain intact if subjected to the environment associated with a postulated
LOCA. This section of the UFSAR also states the the coating systems used during
initial construction were qualified by DBA testing. A description of qualified

~

coatings that were specified for containment interior painting is given in Table
,

3.8-10 of the UFSAR. The extent to which unqualified coatings were used in the .

Containment is.given in UFSAR Table 3.8-11. The UFSAR states that coatings applied *

'

after initial construction will be acceptable if they meet the technical
performance requirements for simulated DBA testing set forth in ANSI . N101.2-72,
" Protective Coatings (Paints) for Light Water Nuclear Reactor Containment
Facilities."

,

Review of the Station Records indicated that the following coating materials
were applied to the galvanized ductwork and supports:

Unit No. 1 Containment

Primer - Mobile Chremox Red Primer, No. 13-R-50

Topcoat - Dupont Corlar Dual Build Epoxy Enamel,
No. 823-Y-67632 vich Activator No. VG-Y-8339

Unit No. 2 Contain=ent

*

Primer - Keeler and Long White Epoxy Primer 6548 ,

Topcoat - Keeler and Long White Epoxy Finish

It should be noted that the Protective Coatings Preparation Records indicated that
the primer selected for application on Unit I was Mobil Chromox Red Primer No.
13-R-50. However, a further review of Station purchasing and the batch mixing
records impiies that a similar alkyd, Dereka 505 manufactured by Cheese =an -

Debevoise Co:pany, was used for the pri=er on Unit No. 1.

EXHIBIT. 25
Page 3 of S Pages
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The Alkyd pri:::er which the records indicated was applied in Unic No. 1
'

is not nuclear qualified. The Dupont epoxy is nuclear qualified, but neither
the primer or topcoat is approved for use over galvanized surfaces. Since the
coating system used in Unit I was not known to be qualified, a Deviation
Report was written on Unit 1 on 08-01-84 The deviation'was determined to be
reportable under the requirements of 10 CFR50.73 (a) (2) (v) (D) since failure
of the coating following a postulated LOCA could have potentially prevented
the fulfillment cf the safety function of systems required to mitigate the
consequences of the accident. Specifically, if the paint came off the
ductwork during a LOCA, a concern existed that a portion could be carried to
the containment sump. If a sufficient amount of paint particles enter the
sump and they are larger than the smallest restriction in the fine mesh sump
screens (EIIS identifier SCN), then there may be some blockage of the screens.
At the time the deviation was reported Unit No. I was in a refueling outage.

Further evaluation indicated that the Keeler and Long epoxy coating
system applied in Unit No. 2 is nuclear qualified, but was not known to be '

qualified over a galvanized substrate. Therefor ~e, the Unit No. 2 reactor was
' shutdown on 08-03-84 pending further evaluation and implementation of any
necessary corrective action.

A field walkdown was conducted to verify the surfaces of the ductwork
and supports to which the coatings had been applied. It was determined that
the total surface area coated in Unic No. I was approximately 8000 square
feet. A slightly lower total surface area had been coated in Unit No. 2.

2. Cause of the Event
'

The work was performed under the Station ' Maintenance Program and
documented in a Maintenance Report. The work performed did not have
sufficient controls. This resulted because, at the time, the, painting of the ,i

ductwork was inappropriately designated to be non-safety related and it was
considered to be a routine maintenance item rather than a , permanent
modification to the plant. Further, the requirement that application of any
protective coating materials be conducted in accordance with Specification *

NAS-1016 was not adhered to. C
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3. Evaluation of Coatings Applied
.

Following the initial evaluation, KTA-Tator. Inc. was retained to
evaluate the suitability of the coatings applied to the Unit 1 and 2
Containment Air Cooling and Purging System ductwork. The initial coating
evaluation program conducted by KTA consisted of three phases as described
below:

Phase I - Field inspection of the coating applied to the Unit No. I ductwork
: to establish the coating thickness and identify locations which
j bracket those cpaditions for subsequent sample removal and Design

Basis Accident -(DBA) Testing.

Phase II - Determination of acceptability of the coating systems through
irradiation /DBA testing at Oak Ridge National 1.ab o ra to ry * ,
adhesion testing, and evaluation, of results. The samples tested
included those removed from Unit No. I as selected by KTA, and,

} samples removed from Unit No. 2 in similar locations as selected
by Vepco.

-

Phase III - Determination of the generic type of coating applied to the Unit 1
and Unit 2 ductvork.

A brief su==ary of KTA's findings for each phase of their evaluation is as
follows:

Phase I - The coating applied to the Unit No. I ductwork is comprised of two
coats (red primer, white finish) which possesses poor adhesion to !

the galvanized substrate. The coating thickness ranges are:
pri=er - 1.0 to 2.5 mils; finish - 2.0 to 5.0 mils.

Phase II - Eight sample locations were selected from both the Unit 1 and Unit
2 ducevork for' evaluation. Four 2" X 4" test panels were removed
from each sample location resulting in a total of 64 samples. Two
panels from each location were preirradiated prior to DBA testing
with the remaining samples DBA tested only. After irradiation.

'

neither the Unit 1 or Unit 2 samples showed any defects with the
exception of discoloration. The irradiation also appeared to have
no effect on the DBA results.

*!rradiation/DBA testing performed in accordance with ANSI Standards.
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Phase II - (Con't) -

.

After the DBA test, all the Unit 1 samples (32 total) failed to
meet the ANSI N101.2 criteria (no delamination and a maximum
blister size /f requency of #t. Few). The test .results ranged from
#2 Medium Dense to large blisters and delamination. Upon receipt
of the panels at KTA (two days after the completion of testing),
the coating could be easily detached as a complete film on 31 of
the 32 panel surfaces.

Of the 32 Unit 2 panels tested. 25 failed to meet the ANSI
criteria with results ranging f rom #2 Few to large blisters and
delamination. The seven passing panels ranged from no defects to
#6 Few and #4 Few blisters. Upon receipt of the panels at KTA
(two days after testing) the coating on the face of 24 panels
could be easily detached as complete or near complete films. Two
of these panels had previously received passing ' grades at Oak ,

Ridge. Of the remaining eight, three contained blisters outside
of the ANSI criteria. Thus, upon receipt at KTA the number of
failures increased from 25 to 27.

In addition.co the Oak Ridge results, laboratory adhesion tests of
the Unit 2 samples showed the coating to disbond completely from
the galvanized substrate at values less than the 200 psi required
by ANSI N5.12. Based on the above, the coating on the Unit I and
2 ducevork is considered to be unqualified.

PHASE III - The coating systems were evaluated for generic type using infrared
spectroscopy. The results are:

Unit 1 Primer - Alkyd
Unit 1 Finish - Epoxy

.

'

Unit 2 Primer - Epoxy
Unit 2 Finish - Epoxy

C
.
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4 Corrective Action |
,

The immediate corrective action taken was to discontinue power operation'

'of both units until the problem could be corrected. Subsequently, all site-

painting was stopped until an evaluation of site procedures controlling the
painting process could be made and any necessary revisions made. Finally, a

review of Station Records was initiated to determine whether any other
inappropriate coatings had been applied elsewhere within the plant.

Since the coating systems applied over the galvanized ductwork .and
. supports in Unit 1 and 2 were determined to be unqualified, action will be
* taken to correct this problem prior to startup of Unit 1 and 2. Several

solutions to the problem were evaluated including removal of the coating,
removal and replacement of the ductwork, and installation of a covering system

, over the ductwork and supports to mitigate the consequences of f ailure of the
coating during a postulated 1,0CA . Based on the investigation of various
solutions, the corrective action selected is to install a stainless steel wire
mesh screen over, the painted surf aces of the ductwork and supports prior to
' start up of each unit. The wire screen is fabricated from Type 304 stainless
steel with 8 K 8 mesh per linear inch. The wire diameter is a 0.028 inch and
the width of the opening is 0.097 inch. The wire mesh screen will encapsulate
essentially all ( > 99%) of the affected portions of the ductwork and:
supports. This fix is considered temporary pending further evaluation. A

general visual inspection from the sump level of the containment will be made
of the screen whenever containment vacuum is broken until a permanent fix is
determined.

Based on the results of the DBA testing performed, it has been shown
that if the paint disbonds during a LOCA, it will separate from the ductwork
in relatively large sheets rather than small chips. These sheets are large

enough to be entrapped within the wire mesh screen. Based on tests perforced
,by KTA-Tator, Inc. and onsite tests (simulating actual containment spray flow

rate conditions) performed by Vepco, it has been shown that an insignificant
amount of the paint particles actually break of f and pass through the screen
during the course of the accident. The testing has also shown that any paint

'

particles which ' may escape the screen will rapidly settle out (specific c
gravity N 1.5). Therefore, the major portion of any small particles escaping
the mesh will not carry to the containment sump, since most of the ductwork is
not in the vicinity of the sump and water on the floor in these areas flows to c

the sump at a low velocity. Since the width of the opening in the wire mesh
screen around the ductwork (.097 inch) is smaller than the width of the
opening in the fine cesh screen at the containment sump (.120 inch), it is
expected that any small paint particles which may enter the sump will pass 4

'
through the screens on the pucp suction and be circulated through the syste:.
Therefore, there will be no impact on the cperation of ssfety related
equipcent.
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4 Corrective Action (Con't)
.

An evaluation has been performed to ensure that installation of the wire
mesh screen around the ductwork and supports will not create an unreviewed
rafety question as defined in 10 CFR 50.59. * Since the ductwork and supports
have been designed to meet OBE/DBE seismic criteria, a seismic analysis is
also being performed to determine the impact of adding the additional weight
to the ductwork. An initial assessment indicated that no major impact on the

existing ceismic analysis would result from the addition of the mesh screen to
the ductwork. The final assessment will ensure that all supports have been
analyzed to ensure that the seismic design criteria is set. Any required
modifications to the supports will be installed p,tior to unit startup. Since
the modified system will meet the original design criteria, it is concluded
that an unreviewed safety question will not be created as a result of this
modification. The UFSAR will be updated to reflect the additional unqualified
painting associated with the Air Cooling and Purging System.

'
.

. .

'

5. Action Taken to Prevent Recurrence
,

.

Adequate procedures do exist for application of coatings at North Anna.
However,: to prevent recurrence, positive steps have been taken to clarify

,

! these procedures. To ensure that the requirements of Specification NAS-1016
are adhered to, a Site Operating Procedure (Construction Department) and
Quality Assurance Department Instruction (Quality Assurance Department) have
been developed to specify how coatings may be applied at North Anna. The Site
Operating Procedure addresses control of materials, control of tools, control
of applications, qualification of applicators, training requirements, and
control of documents. The revised Quality Assurance Department Instruction-
addresses the inspection requirements 'and compliments the Site Operating .

Procedure. In addition, a training program on the requirements specified in |
Specification NAS-1016 and the revised procedures controlling 'the coatings

'

process has been developed. -

Other actions being undertaken are to 1) review Specification NAS-1016
'and update as required. 2) augment the Station Administrative Procedures to

further ensure that no plant modification work can be performed under the [
Maintenance Program, and 3) complete the painting documentation review. Also,+

a consultant has been retained to independently evaluate the adequacy of the
existing controls over the painting and maintenance program process. j

This report will be revised if any significant new information becomes
available, j

,
a

*
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